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The classroom communication behavior of preservice 

teacher education students was the focus of this research. 

The study was designed to provide descriptive and empirical 

for teacher educators to use in designing preservice 

and in-service training in classroom communication. 

Additionally, an interdisciplinary focus on research from 

the fields of interpersonal and instructional communication 

as applied to teacher education was emphasized. 

The sample for the study included 30 secondary and 29 

elementary preservice teacher education students. The 

sample was stratified on the basis of the level of 

communication apprehension. A total of 30 high level 

apprehensive and 29 low level apprehensives were identified. 

The Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24 

(PRCA-24) was administered as a pre-posttest measure. 

Scores from the Communicator Style Measure (CSM) were 

analyzed with the PRCA—24. University supervisors and 

public school cooperating teachers completed a modified 

version of the CSM on two separate observation occasions. 

Data analysis revealed that significant differences 

existed between elementary and secondary preservice teachers 



on the Group Context and the Total scores on the PRCA-24. 

An analysis of covariance, with the pretest as the 

covariate, revealed no significant differences between high 

and low apprehensives on any context of the PRCA-24. High 

apprehensives remained highly communication apprehensive 

throughout the student teaching experience. Low 

apprehensives, however, became highly apprehensive by the 

completion of student teaching. Significant differences 

existed between high and low apprehensives on eight of ten 

subconstructs on the CSM. Significant differences between 

self-reported and observed communicator style were found for 

both high and low level apprehensive subjects observed by 

the university supervisor; the self-reported and 

communicator style observed by public school cooperating 

teachers was consistent. Multiple analysis of variance 

results indicated that significant differences existed 

between first and second observations of communicator style 

by university supervising teachers and public school 

cooperating teachers. Implications of these findings were 

discussed, conclusions were presented and directions for 

future research were posited. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Oral c ommunication is one of the primary instructional 

tools of the classroom teacher* Lectures, demonstrations 

and pupil/teacher interaction provide daily opportunities 

for teachers to engage in the communication process. 

Initial work in the field of classroom interaction was 

conducted by Flanders ( 1965 , 1970). An important finding of 

this research was that two-thirds of the talk in classrooms 

is by the teacher* In the light of these data, it is 

crucial that teachers possess strong oral communication 

skills in order to accomplish instructional tasks. Factors 

which influence oral communication in the instructional 

setting are fertile areas for exploration* 

During the last decade, interpersonal and instructional 

communication research has focused on such areas as the 

relationship of communication and learning, information 

acquisition and processing, nonverbal communication, 

interpersonal solidarity, and conflict in classroom 

communication (Hurt, Scott, & McCroskey, 1978). Oral 

communication apprehension also has been identified as a 

variable which strongly influences communication in many 

contexts (McCroskey, 1982). 

Oral communication apprehension has been extensively 

1 



studied in relation to the communication process. The 

emphasis of this research has been in areas such as verbal 

constraint (Jordan & Powers, 1978), compliance-gaining 

strategies (Lustig & King, 1980), effects of communication 

apprehension on small group discussion (Fenton & Hopf, 

1976), and differential verbal patterns (Powers, 1977). 

Within the academic environment the negative impact of 

communication apprehension also has been established 

(McCroskey, 1970, L976, 1977a, 1977b; McCroskey & Andersen, 

1978). 

Interpersonal communication theory considers not only 

what is said and the frequency of interaction, but also the 

way information and ideas are communicated. The construct 

of communicator style addresses the manner in which we 

communicate (Norton, 1978, p. 99). Research which has 

examined the differences in communicator style resulting 

from the level of oral communication apprehension within an 

educational setting is minimal. For those who train 

preservice teachers to enter a profession which demands 

communication competence, a study of these differences is 

warrant ed * 

This study investigated the level of oral communication 

apprehension and the communicator style of preservice 

teacher education students. Additionally, the study sought 

to determine what changes, if any, occurred in the level of 

oral communication apprehension or communicator style as a 



result of the student teaching experience. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was the differences in 

classroom communicator style among preservice teacher 

education students with different levels of oral 

communication apprehension* 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were to determine: 

1. The levels of oral communication apprehension of 

elementary and secondary preservice teacher education 

students; 

2. The changes in the level of oral communication 

apprehension of preservice teacher education students from 

pre-student-teaching experience to post-student-teaching 

expe r ience; 

3. The differences in communicator style of preservice 

teacher education students identified as high and low 

communication apprehensive; 

4. The changes in observed communicator style of 

preservice teacher education students during the student 

teaching experience. 

Hypotheses 

The following research hypotheses were tested. 



1. There will be no significant difference on subscore 

means and total score means as measured by the Personal 

Report of Communication Apprehension-24 (McCroskey, 1982) 

between elementary and secondary preservice teacher 

education students identified as high and low communication 

apprehensive* 

2. There will be no significant difference on pre- and 

posttest subscore means and total score means as measured by 

the Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24 between 

preservice teacher education students identified as high and 

low communication apprehensive. 

3. There will be no significant difference in 

self-reported communicator style as measured by subconstruct 

means on the Communicator Style Measure (Norton, 1978) 

between preservice teacher education students identified as 

high and low communication apprehensive. 

4. There will be no significant difference between the 

self-reported communicator style of preservice teacher 

education students as measured by the Communicator Style 

Measure and the mean of the observed communicator style 

reported by the university supervising teacher and the 

public school cooperating teacher as measured by the 

Communicator Style Measure/Modified (Scott & Nussbaum, 1981) 

for students identified as high and low communication 

apprehensive. 

5. There will be no significant difference between the 



first and second observations of communicator style by the 

university supervising teacher and the public school 

cooperating teacher as measured by the Communicator Style 

Measure/Modified for preservice teacher education students 

identified as high and low level communication apprehensive. 

Background and Significance of the Study 

Teaching effectiveness has been the subject of research 

for over two decades. This research has pointed out that 

teaching is an extremely complex act. No single variable, 

in isolation, can predict a teacher's success in the 

classroom. In Rosenshine's (1971; Rosenshine & Furst, 1971) 

initial analysis of studies on teaching effectiveness, ten 

"promising" variables emerged: clarity, variability, 

enthusiasm, task-oriented behavior, student opportunity 

to learn materials, student use of ideas, criticism, use of 

structuring comments, types of questions and probing. It is 

evident that many of these variables relate directly to 

communication in the classroom. Flanders' (1965, 1970) 

explorations of classroom interaction revealed what has been 

termed the "rule of two-thirds," Simply stated, it is that 

two-thirds of the talk which occurs in classrooms is done by 

the teacher. An underlying assumption of Doyle's (1980, 

1983) analysis of the instructional environment, in terms of 

academic tasks, is that teachers must possess adequate 

communication skills in order to help students achieve. 



Effective communication skills, then, are crucial for the 

classroom teacher. 

Variables which affect communication skills in the 

classroom have been the focus of research in the field of 

instructional communication (Hurt, Scott, & McCroskey, 

1978). Much of the focus of this research has been on the 

construct of oral communication apprehension (McCroskey, 

1970). 

Oral communication apprehension was originally 

conceived as a personality trait. This conceptualization 

was challenged (Parks, 1980) and the construct is now 

defined as either a personality-type trait or situationally 

induced fear or anxiety of communication (McCroskey, 1982). 

A major question which arises in the study of oral 

communication apprehension is that of stability. In other 

words, does the level of oral communication apprehension 

change over time and across various communication contexts. 

Additional research is needed which examines this question. 

Factors which contribute to oral communication 

apprehension are a major concern to researchers (Daly, 1977; 

Daly & Freidrich, 1981; McCroskey, Daly, & Sorensen, 1976; 

Rosenfeld & Plax, 1976). McCroskey, Andersen, Richmond and 

Wheeless (1981) have explored the school environment as a 

potential cause of increased communication apprehension in 

children and teachers. One finding of particular interest 

in this study was that elementary school teachers had higher 



levels of oral communication apprehension than secondary 

teachers. This finding has particular importance for 

teacher educators who prepare students to enter a profession 

which demands communication competence. Further research is 

needed which confirms and explores the implications of these 

f indings. 

Although the frequency of interaction and individual 

reactions to communication are important, they are only a 

part of the process of communication. Interpersonal 

communication theory considers the ways in which messages 

are communicated. The construct of communicator style 

(Norton, 1978) defines ten of the ways in which we 

communicate: dominant, dramatic, contentious, animated, 

impression leaving, relaxed, attentive, open, friendly and 

communicator image. Since the effects of oral 

communication apprehension on communication are established, 

it would follow that oral commmunicat ion apprehension would 

have an effect on communicator style. The effects of oral 

communication apprehension on communicator style of 

classroom teachers is an area of needed research. 

This study is significant because it contributes to the 

depth of knowledge in the field, specifically: 

1. it provides descriptive and empirical data which 

will aid in designing preservice and inservice programs 

dealing with the effects of oral communication apprehension 

on the communicator style of teachers; 
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2. it familiarizes teacher educators with the concepts 

of oral communication apprehension and communicator style; 

3. it familiarizes teacher educators with additional 

instrumentation for rating communication behavior in the 

classroom; and 

4. it applies interdisciplinary research from the 

fields of instructional and interpersonal communication to 

the study of preservice teacher education. 

Definition of Terms 

1 - Communicator style. Norton (1978, p. 99) defines 

communicator style as "the way one verbally and paraverbally 

interacts to signal how literal meaning should be taken, 

interpreted, filtered, or understood." 

Cooperating teacher. The cooperating teacher is 

a public school classroom teacher who serves as a supervisor 

of a student teacher in a cooperating school. 

3* Oral communication apprehension. McCroskey 

(1982, p. 3) defines oral communication apprehension as "a 

person's level of fear or anxiety associated with any form 

of communication with other people, experienced either as a 

trait-like, personality-type response or as a response to 

the situational constraints of a given communication 

transaction." 

4 * Preservice teacher education students. Preservice 

teacher education students are those enrolled in EOEE or 



EDSE 410-411 who were student teachers during the second 

half of the spring semester 1984. 

5• University supervising teachers* The university 

supervising teachers were faculty members in the College of 

Education at North Texas State University who had 

supervisory responsibility for one or more student teachers. 

Instrumentation 

The Personal Report of C o m m u n i c a t i o n Apprehension-24 

(McCroskey, 1982) was administered to the subjects to 

determine the level of oral communication apprehension. The 

Personal Report of Communication A p p r e h e n s i o n - 2 4 is a 

self-report instrument which identifies an individual's 

level of anxiety in communication situations* The level of 

anxiety characterizes an individual as "high communication 

| P p r e h e n s i v e H or "low communication apprehensive." The high 

communication apprehensive individual experiences isolation, 

fear and anxiety in a variety of communication situations. 

Low communication apprehensive individuals are usually 

perceived as outgoing, friendly and willing to communicate 

in most contexts. 

The Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24 

contains 24 items on a five point Likert-type scale ranging 

from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree." The Personal 

Report of C o m m u n i c a t i o n Apprehension-24 identifies four 

communication contexts which provide a representative 
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cross-section of all communication contexts. The four 

contexts are: public speaking, meetings or classes , group 

discussions and dyadic interactions. An equal number of 

items to reflect each of these contexts was chosen from a 

larger pretested sample* Factor analysis was used to 

confirm expected dimensionality. The total scores on the 

Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24 may range 

from 24-120. Within each context the subscores may range 

from 6-30. The most frequently used procedure for 

identifying the level of communication apprehension is a 

standard deviation formula (McCroskey, 1982). Subjects who 

score one standard deviation or more below the normed mean 

are identified as "low communication apprehensive." Those 

subjects whose scores are one standard deviation or more 

above the normed mean are identified as "high communication 

apprehensive." In other words, low total scores indicate 

low communication apprehensiveness; high total scores 

indicate high communication apprehensiveness• 

The Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24 

was normed on three independent samples. The number of 

subjects totalled 12*418 for sample one, 2,131 for sample 

two and 10,233 for sample three. The three samples yielded 

a mean of 65.6 and standard deviation of 15.3 for the 

overall Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24. 

Subjects who scored 50.3 or below were identified as low 

communication apprehensive; scores of 80.9 or above 
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indicated high communication apprehensiveness. The public 

speaking subtest yielded a mean of 19.3 and standard 

deviation of 5.1. Subjects who scored 23.4 or above were 

considered highly communication apprehensive in public 

speaking situations; subjects who scored 14.2 or below were 

considered as low communication apprehensive in a public 

speaking context. A mean of 16.4 and a standard deviation 

of 4.8 were recorded for the meeting or classes subtest. 

Scores of 21.2 or above indicated high communication 

apprehensiveness in a meeting or class communication 

context; scores of 11.6 or below were considered to indicate 

low communication apprehensiveness in this context. In the 

small group discussion context, subscores yielded a mean of 

15.4 and a standard deviation of 4.8. High communication 

apprehensive subjects scored 20.2 or higher on this subtest; 

low communication apprehensive subjects scored 10.6 or less 

on this subtest. For the dyadic subtest a mean of 14.5 and 

a standard deviation of 4.5 were the best combined 

estimates. Scores of 18.7 or above on this subtest 

indicated high communication apprehensiveness in the context 

of dyadic interaction; scores of 10.3 or below indicated low 

communication apprehensiveness within this context. 

Internal reliabilities for the Personal Report of 

Communication Apprehension-24 are >.94 for all samples and 

>.75 for all subtests. 

Scores from the Personal Report of Communication 
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Apprehension-24 were analyzed with scores from the 

Communicator Style Measure (Norton, 1978). The Communicator 

Style Measure is a 5 1-i t em, seven-point Likert-type scale. 

Responses range from "very strong agreement" to "very strong 

disagreement." Ten subconstructs define the larger 

construct of communicator style: dominant, dramatic, 

contentious, animated, impression leaving, relaxed, 

attentive, open, friendly and communicator image* Each 

subconstruct is represented by five items, with the 

exception of communicator image which is represented by six 

items* Scores may range from 5-35 for each subconstruct. 

The communicator image subconstruct scores may range from 

6-42. A high score indicates a predisposition away from the 

construct; a low score indicates a predisposition toward the 

construct. Scores which fall in the midrange of the scale 

(17.5-22.5) indicate that the respondent is undecided about 

the construct. For example, a subject who scores five (5) 

on the subconstruct of "friendly" would be considered a 

friendly communicator; one who scored 25 would be considered 

an unfriendly communicator. A score of 20 would indicate 

that the respondent was undecided about the "friendly" 

cons truet. 

Two studies were conducted to develop the Communicator 

Style Measure. The first study had two purposes. First, 

strong items for each of the ten subconstructs were 

identified so that they could be used for the measure in 
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the second study. Second, analysis of the intercorrelations 

among the 10 variables provided the first empirical 

estimators concerning the structure of the data set in terms 

of clustering, dimensionality, and predictors (Norton, 1978, 

p. 102). The results of the analysis yielded the present 

51-item measure* 

Norton (1978, p. 106) points out that reliability for a 

multivariate construct is dependent on structure and 

internal consistency. A smallest space analysis verified 

that the structure of the subconstructs identified in Study 

1 and Study 2 were the same. Additionally, several studies 

have indicated the structural stability of the construct 

(Norton, 1977; Norton & Pettegrew, 1976; Norton & Warnick, 

1976; Pettegrew, 1977). Internal reliabilities for each 

subconstruct of the Communicator Style Measure are: 

friendly (.37), animated (.56), attentive (.57), contentious 

(.65), dramatic (.68), impression leaving (.69), open (.69), 

relaxed (.71), communicator image (.72), and dominant (.82). 

Additionally, scores from a modified version of the 

Communicator Style Measure were analyzed with the scores 

from the Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24. 

This modification of the Communicator Style Measure allows 

the instrument to be used in the observation of communicator 

style (Scott & Nussbaum, 1981). The Communicator Style 

Measure/Modified is identical to the Norton instrument 

described previously. Justification for the use of the 
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instrument in observations came from a statement by Norton 

(1978, p. Ill): "The payoff for the communicator style 

construct comes when the self-report measure can be used to 

predict communicative behaviors and consequents which can be 

observed by others." Factor analysis revealed the presence 

of three main factors; communication competence, 

communication assertiveness and communication evaluation. 

The three factors displayed reliabilities of .90, .85 and 

.88, respectively. The modifications which were made to the 

original Communicator Style Measure did not change the 

validity and reliability estimates of the measure* 

The instruments are we11-construeted and easy to use. 

Administration time for all the instruments is minimal. 

This was a major consideration in choosing instrumentation 

to be used in a public school setting. 

Research Design 

The research design allows for the determination of the 

differences in classroom communicator style among preservice 

teacher education students with different levels of oral 

communication apprehension. The study was designed around 

two main factors: communication apprehension and 

communicator style. The Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension — 2 4 yields two types of information. Preservice 

teacher education students were identified as high or low 

level communication apprehensive by the total score received 
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ort the Personal Report of Communication Appr ehens ion-2 4 . 

The Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24 also 

yields data on four contexts: public speaking, meeting or 

classes, siiia 11 -group discussion and dyadic interaction. The 

Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24 was 

administered before the student teaching experience and at 

the end of the student teaching experience in order to 

determine any changes in oral communication apprehension. 

The communicator style variable is operationalized in 

terms of ten subconstruets: friendly, animated, attentive, 

contentious, dramatic, impression leaving, open, relaxed, 

dominant and communicator image. Preservice teacher 

education students were administered the Communicator Style 

Measure to determine se1f-reported communicator style. 

University supervising teachers and public school 

cooperating teachers completed a modified version of the 

Communicator Style Measure which allows it to be used in 

observation situations. The research design allowed for 

comparisons to be made between self—reported communicator 

style and observed communicator style. 

To accomplish the purposes of this study, descriptive 

statistics were calculated. Means and standard deviations 

were used to describe the levels of oral communication 

apprehension and the communicator style of preservice 

teacher education students. Changes in the level of oral 

communication apprehension and communicator style were 
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determined using dependent sample t-tests with matched 

pair s• 

A 2 X 2 analysis of variance (ANOVA) using matched 

pairs was used to test Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 1 examined 

the level of student teaching (elementary X secondary) by 

level of communication apprehension (high X low) on the 

dependent variable (total score on the Personal Report of 

Communication Apprehension-24)• 

Hypothesis 2 examined the level of communication 

apprehension (high X low) by time (pretest X posttest) on 

the dependent variable. An analysis of covariance with the 

pretest as the covariate was used to test the hypothesis. 

To determine differences between the communicator style 

of high and low apprehensive preservice teacher education 

students, 10 dependent sample t-tests were calculated for 

Hypothesis 3. A one—tailed test of significance was judged 

appropriate since the alternate to the null hypothesis may 

be stated as HI: u1 < u2 • It was expected that the mean 

score of the high apprehensive students on each subconstruct 

of the dependent variable, the Communicator Style Measure, 

would be lower than the mean score on each subconstruct of 

the dependent variable for low apprehensive students. 

The differences between self-reported communicator style 

and the communicator style of preservice teachers observed 

by the university supervising teacher and the public school 

cooperating teacher were examined in the fourth hypothesis. 
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Ten dependent: sample t — tests using matched pairs were 

calculated to test the hypothesis. The self-reported score 

was analyzed with the mean score of the observations by the 

university supervising teacher and the mean score of the 

observations by the public school cooperating teacher. 

Hypothesis 5 was tested using a 2 X 2 X 2 (level of 

oral communication apprehension X source of score X time) 

multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) with repeated 

measures. The source of the score is crossed with the level 

of oral communication apprehension; time is crossed with the 

level of oral communication apprehension. 

— posteriori contrasts for hypotheses one, two, and 

five were calculated using Tukey's Honestly Significant 

Difference (HSD) as described in Kirk (1982, pp. 116-118). 

——posteriori contrasts allow for the determination of the 

location of significant differences when the overall F value 

of the ANOVA is found to be significant. 

In all cases, the actual probabilities which resulted 

from significance testing were reported. A probability of 

alpha=.05 was chosen by the researcher as the determinant of 

statistical significance. 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

1. The Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension-24 was administered to the preservice teacher 

education students during the week of March 9 — 14, 1984, 



18 

and during the week of May 7 - 1 1 , 1984. These dates 

include the week before the student teaching experience and 

the final week of the student teaching experience. 

2. The Communicator Style Measure was administered to 

the preservice teacher education students during the week of 

March 9 - 11, 1984. 

3. University supervising teachers and public school 

cooperating teachers completed the modified Communicator 

Style Measure during the weeks of April 2 - 6 , 1984, and 

April 30 - May 4, 1984. 

4. Follow-up for data collection was conducted during 

the weeks of April 9 - 13, 1984, and May 7 - 25, 1984. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

How teacher effects are accomplished in the classroom 

setting is a constant concern to teacher educators (Doyle, 

1983; Doyle & Rutherford, 1984; Good, 1979). Over two 

decades of research have been devoted to the study of 

teacher effectiveness. Research results suggest that no 

single variable, in isolation, is responsible for effective 

teaching. Teaching, then, may be viewed as a complex act. 

Rosenshine's (1971) synthesis of studies on teacher 

effectiveness revealed ten variables which he labeled 

promising," that is, those variables which seemed most 

likely to reflect effective teaching and warranted further 

study. These variables were: clarity, variability, 

enthusiasm, task-oriented behavior, student opportunity to 

learn materials, student use of ideas, criticism, use of 

structuring comments, types of questions and probing. It is 

evident that many of these variables are directly related to 

communication in the classroom. 

Studies on classroom communication have focused on what 

is said in the classroom and the participants in the 

communication process (Flanders, 1965, 1970). Simon and 

Boyer (1979) have identified over 90 instruments which are 

currently used for the study of communication. 

Communication within the instructional environment is 
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not only necessary, it is critical (Hurt, Scott & McCroskey, 

1978). Doyle's (1980, 1983) analysis of the instructional 

environment, in terms of academic tasks, assumes that 

teachers must possess adequate communication skills in order 

to help students achieve. The nature of academic tasks 

places stringent demands on the learner. Mediational 

strategies must be developed so that the learner is able to 

succeed within the academic task framework (Carter, 1981). 

One of the primary mediational strategies in the classroom 

is oral communication. Any factor or factors which inhibit 

oral communication will make the learner's job more 

difficult. Effective communication skills, then, are 

crucial for the classroom teacher. 

Teachers must possess strong oral communication skills 

in order to accomplish instructional tasks and help students 

succeed academically. Lectures, demonstrations and 

pupil/teacher interaction provide daily opportunities for 

teachers to engage in the communication process. Flanders' 

(1965, 1970) exploration of classroom interaction revealed 

what has been termed the "rule of two-thirds." Simply 

stated, it is that two-thirds of the talk which occurs in 

classrooms is by the teacher. Factors which influence oral 

communication in the instructional setting are fertile areas 

for exploration. 

Over a decade ago, interpersonal communication scholars 

became interested in determining which factors produce 
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anxiety in public speaking situations (McCroskey, 1970). 

The groundwork for the field had been laid during the World 

War II era with Gilkenson's (1942) study of social fears of 

public speaking in the college classroom. Until 1970, the 

work of Gilkenson formed the theoretical framework around 

which anxiety in oral communication situations was studied. 

Since 1970,, the theoretical schema has been altered and has 

become known as "oral communication apprehension" 

(McCroskey, 1970). James McCroskey's contributions to the 

field have provided the focus toward which much of the 

subsequent research in the area of communication 

apprehension has been directed. 

This review focuses on five areas which predominate the 

literature on communication apprehension. The first section 

is devoted to the original conceptualization of communica-

tion apprehension and the recent reconceptualization of the 

construct. Section two deals with constructs which are 

related to communication apprehension. The third section 

focuses on the measurement of the construct. Section four 

discusses the correlates of communication apprehension, and 

section five addresses the effects of communication 

apprehension from a behavioral perspective. Additionally, 

the relationship of communication apprehension to 

communicator style (Norton, 1978) will be explored. It is 

important to note that much work has been done in the area 

of treatment tor those who are communication apprehensive 
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(see, for example, Harris, 1980). It was felt that this 

area of research was beyond the intended scope of this 

presentation; for this reason it was omitted from the review 

of related literature. 

The Original Conceptualization/Reconceptualization 

Of Communication Apprehension 

McCroskey (1970, p. 270) originally defined communication 

apprehension as Ma broad—based anxiety or fear associated 

with real or anticipated communication with another person 

or persons." This definition was generally accepted by the 

research community and Porter (1981) estimated that 

approximately 80 percent of the studies done on 

communication apprehension used this definition of the 

construct. Other related constructs, to be discussed in the 

following section, are frequently used synonymously with 

communication apprehension: reticence (Lustig & Grove, 

1975); speech anxiety (Fremouw & Harmatz, 1975); shyness 

(Zimbardo, 1977), and unwillingness to communicate (Burgoon, 

197 4). Lustig and King (1980, p. 74) note that regardless 

of name, "the general observation is that there are some 

people who are more fearful than others in social-

communicative interaction." 

In McCroskey's (1970) original article on communication 

apprehension, the focus was intended to be on oral 

communication# Because "oral" communication was not 
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consistently referenced throughout the article, some 

confusion resulted. 

Two areas of research were done under the name 

"communication apprehension" but whose focus was not 

specifically on oral communication apprehension. The first 

was research concerning writing apprehension (Daly & Miller, 

1975). The Writing Apprehension Test developed by Daly and 

Miller (1975) has been widely used in the field of English. 

The correlation between the Writing Apprehension Test and 

instruments developed to measure oral communication 

apprehension, however, is only moderate (McCroskey, 1977, 

1978). The second area of research was concerned with 

apprehension about singing (Andersen, Andersen, & Garrison, 

1978). This area of communication apprehension has received 

less attention in the literature. The Test of Singing 

Apprehension developed by Andersen (1978) and his colleagues 

also has been found to have low correlations with 

instruments which measure oral communication apprehension 

(McCroskey, 1982). 

A subtle shift in the definition of communication 

apprehension has occurred in recent years. Note the 

difference between the following definition and the one 

presented previously: " a broad-based personality-type 

characteristic that has major impact on an individual 1s 

communication behavior" (McCroskey, Daly, & Sorensen, 1976, 

p. 378). Communication apprehension has moved into the 
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psychological arena. It appears that two reasons may 

account for this shift in definitions. First, addressing 

communication apprehension in psychological terms may serve 

to legitimize the construct by bringing it within a 

behavioral paradigm* Second, psychological implications 

would certainly serve to strengthen the construct by 

broadening the research base. However, these very reasons 

have caused communication apprehension research to come 

under attack. 

Communication is often referred to in terms of "trait" 

qualities. Speilberger (1966) and Lamb (1973) have provided 

distinctions between "state" and "trait" apprehension in 

communication situations. State communication apprehension 

refers to a specific oral communication situation. What we 

term "stage fright" is probably the most common example of 

state communication apprehension. State communication 

apprehension is a normal reaction to an unfamiliar or 

threatening speaking situation and is in no way 

pathological. Trait communication apprehension, however, is 

not the normal response of a well-adjusted person. It is 

characterized by fear and anxiety across many types of 

communc iat ion situations. The person who possesses a high 

level of trait communication apprehension will avoid 

interpersonal contact as well as encounters in small- and 

large-group communication settings. 

It may be useful to note the extent of trait 
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communication apprehension evidenced in the normal 

population, McCroskey (1977b, p. 79) reports: 

•the extent of this problem (trait communication 
apprehension) is far greater than many would suspect* 
Extensive studies of college student populations 
suggest that approximately 20 percent of the students 
in major universities may appropriately be described as 
having high trait communication apprehension, with even 
higher percentages existing in some smaller colleges 
and community colleges. 

McCroskey (19 7 7b, p. 80) also provides evidence that high 

trait commuinication apprehension exists among elementary and 

secondary teachers and students as well. Although persons 

with high trait communication apprehension may have other 

problems, many do not* Phillips (1968) has referred to the 

problem of high trait communcation apprehension as the 

"pathology of the normal speaker*" 

A major question which arises in the conceptualization 

of personality involves the explanatory power of the trait 

concept. Allport (1937, p. 295) has offered this 

definition: a generalized and focalized neuropsychic 

system. . . with the capacity to render many stimuli 

functionally equivalent, and to initiate and guide 

consistent (equivalent) forms of adaptive and expressive 

behavior." From the previous discussion of trait 

communication apprehension, it appears that it falls 

comfortably within Allport's definition. Some evidence 

exists which indicates that this may not be the case. 

Any conceptualizations of personality in general and 
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personality traits in particular have two central emphases. 

These emphases are the consistency of the response and the 

stability of the trait. The usefulness of trait theory is 

that it imposes regularity in human behavior and is able to 

generalize behavior and cognitive response in various 

situations. Unless a trait is capable of such 

generalization, its explanatory power is reduced. In short, 

personality traits must be shown to be stable and consistent 

across situations* 

Within this framework Parks (1980) conducted a study of 

the cross-situational consistency of communication 

apprehension. Using the Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension developed by McCroskey (1970, 1977b), the 

communication apprehension of a sample of 282 college 

students was determined. Another instrument which contained 

questions about 35 communication situations was 

administered. Analysis of data revealed that the level of 

communication apprehension and the total level of anxiety 

were not strongly related. For situational differences, 

results indicated that the subjects' level of familiarity 

with others in the situation played a major role in the 

level of anxiety. Data analysis strongly implied that the 

Public Report of Communication Apprehension, as a measure of 

trait communication apprehension, was not 

cross-situationally consistent. Parks concluded that the 

search for cross-situationally consistent measures may be 
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futile if, in fact, communication apprehension is not found 

to be a trait. 

Beaty, Behnke, and McCallum's (1978) study of the 

stability of communication apprehension as a trait measure 

indicated that communication apprehension, as measured by 

the Public Report of Communication Apprehension, appears to 

be sensitive to state rather than trait characteristics. 

Situational variables may play a large part in determining 

the apprehensiveness of the subject. One of their 

experiments investigated the ranks of communication 

apprehension scores on the Public Report of Communication 

Apprehension. This investigation indicated that the array 

of ranks can be affected by situational variables. The 

results of this study clearly raise questions concerning the 

rank stability of the Public Report of Communication 

Apprehension as it measures the construct. 

As a result of these challenges, communication 

apprehension has been reconceptualized. Communication 

apprehension is currently viewed as a "person's level of 

fear or anxiety associated with any form of communication 

with other people, experienced either as a trait-like, 

personality-type response or as a response to the 

situational constraints of a given communication 

transaction" (McCroskey, 1982, p. 3). 

As has been noted, much of the literature on 

communication apprehension has focused on the distinction 
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between trait and situational (or state) communication 

apprehension. This dichotomy has been useful to researchers 

in distinguishing studies on communication apprehension 

conducted during the early 1970's and those conducted later 

in the decade. McCroskey (1982, p. 9) offers four types of 

communication apprehension which fall on a continuum between 

trait and state apprehension: trait-like communication 

apprehension, generalized-context communication 

apprehension, person-group communication apprehension, and 

situational communication apprehension. A distinction 

between these four types of communication apprehension is 

necessary for an understanding of the reconceptualization of 

the construct. 

Trait-like communication apprehension is viewed as "a 

relatively enduring, personality-type orientation toward a 

given mode of communication across a wide variety of 

contexts" (McCroskey, 1982, p. 10). Although true traits 

are characteristics which may not change across time and 

situations, trait-like variables are subject to such change. 

Research on the treatment of those who are communication 

apprehensive indicates that the level of communication 

apprehension is subject to change (McCroskey, 1972). 

Trait-like communication apprehension has been the subject 

of most of the research during the past decade. 

Generalized-context communication apprehension is 

defined as "a relatively enduring, personality-type 
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orientation toward communication in a given type of context" 

(McCroskey, 1982, p. 10). This type of communication 

apprehension is similar to the trait-like view of 

communication apprehension. The primary distinction between 

trait-like communication apprehension and generalized-

context apprehension is that generalized-context 

apprehension "recognizes that people can be highly 

apprehensive about communicating in one type of context 

while having less or even no apprehension about 

communicating in another type of context" (McCroskey, 1982, 

p. 10). 

Person-group communication apprehension refers to "a 

relatively enduring orientation toward communication with a 

given person or group of people" (McCroskey, 1982, p. 11). 

In this view of communication apprehension, although it may 

be assumed to be relatively enduring, the level of 

apprehensiveness may change if the behavior of the other 

person or group of people changes. The personality of the 

individual has little to do with the level of 

apprehensiveness. Person-group apprehension is a function 

of the situational constraints introduced by the other 

person or group of people. 

A "transitory orientation toward communication with a 

given person or group of people" (McCroskey, 1982, p. 11) 

defines situational communication apprehension, which 

recognizes that there may be times when a person is 
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apprehensive with a particular person or group of people 

and not apprehensive with the same person or group of people 

at another time* The level of communication apprehension 

may be expected to vary widely from situation to situation. 

In summary, the original conceptualization of 

communication apprehension as a trait measure of anxiety was 

found to be invalid. The reconceptualization of the 

construct is based on a continuum which ranges from a 

trait-like, personality-type anxiety to anxiety which is the 

product of situational, or state, conditions. Further 

research is needed which explores these types of 

communication apprehension, especially the trait-like 

conceptualization as it relates to the instructional 

setting. 

Constructs Related to Communication Apprehension 

An understanding of constructs which appear to be 

similar to the communication apprehension construct is 

necessary. As previously stated, several terms are used 

synonymously with communication apprehension in the 

literature» There are, however, distinct differences in 

these constructs. Prior to McCroskey's (1970) initial work 

which defined communication apprehension, two constructs had 

appeared in the literature: stage fright and reticence. 

Three other constructs have appeared since the developmental 

work on communication apprehension was done which deserve 
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consideration: shyness, audience anxiety, and unwillingness 

to communicate, 

Clevenger 1s (1959) synthesis of literature related to 

stage fright reveals that empirical research on this 

construct has been conducted for almost half a century. 

Initial work in the field of Speech was directed at stage 

fright in public speaking situations. Although Allport 

(1937) had advanced trait theory, no distinction had been 

made between trait and state anxiety. It is not surprising 

that different researchers studying stage fright assumed 

that they were talking about the same construct. In 

actuality, research was being conducted from very different 

perspectives. Lomas (1934) and Gilkenson (1942) worked from 

a trait orientation measured by self-report instruments. 

Reddings's (1936) approach was physiological, and Henning 

(1935) used observer ratings to measure state anxiety. 

Clevenger's (1959) synthesis expressed concern that high 

correlations between these measures were not found. 

Jaccard and Daly (1980) have pointed out that trait 

measures should only be expected to be generally predictive 

across situations and across time. The concern that 

measures of stage fright do not show high correlations is an 

unnecessary one. Currently, stage fright is viewed as a 

trait-like construct of the product of situational 

variables. McCroskey (1982, p. 4) states: "Viewed in this 

way, stage fright is a subset of the broader construct of 

communication apprehension." 
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McCroskey (1979, 1980) acknowledges that reticence was 

the forerunner to communication apprehension. Phillip's 

(1968) initial work in the area provided the impetus to 

study apprehension in the area of communication. Reticence 

and communication apprehension were seen as the same 

constructs initially. 

Currently, reticence is the reverse of communication 

competence (Phillips, 1980). Individuals who do not 

communicate competently are termed "reticent." This places 

reticence within a totally behavioral perspective, whereas 

communication apprehension remains a cognitive construct 

with behavioral consequents. If such is the case, then 

communication apprehension, which was once thought of 

synonymously with reticence, becomes a subconstruct of 

reticence. 

Because of the disparity in definitions of the term 

"shyness" (Zimbardo, 1977; Pilkonis, Heape, & Klein, 1980; 

Buss, 1980), McCroskey (1982, p. 6) has concluded that 

"shyness does not represent a single construct, but rather 

is a label that has been applied to a variety of 

constructs." Shyness is not a unique construct, but seems 

to have the properties of communication apprehension, 

negative predispositions toward verbal behavior and 

ret i cence. 

Buss (1980, p. 165) defines audience anxiety as "fear, 

tension, and disorganization in front of an audience." It 
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appears that audience anxiety is closely related to the 

construct of stage fright. Both constructs deal with 

anxiety about speaking in a public context. Generally, 

speaking in meetings is the only distinction to be made 

between audience anxiety and stage fright. 

Unwillingness to communicate occupies an intermediary 

position between the constructs of reticence and 

communication apprehension. Burgoon, the leading proponent 

of the construct, advanced it in an effort to explain 

noncommunicative behavior (Burgoon, 1976). She felt that 

the focus of communication apprehension and reticence were 

too limiting in their explanations of verbal behaviors. 

Low self-esteem, introversion and alienation are viewed 

as causes for noncommunicative behavior according to the 

unwillingness to communicate construct. McCroskey 

(1982, p. 5) states: ". . .reticence is concerned with 

people who do not communicate effectively; unwillingness to 

communicate is concerned with one of the reasons why people 

may not do so (i.e., they do not want to); and communication 

apprehension is concerned with one of the reasons why people 

may be unwilling to communicate." 

The distinctions among the constructs of stage fright, 

reticence, shyness, audience anxiety, unwillingness to 

communicate and communication apprehension lead to a better 

understanding of anxiety in communication contexts. 

Reticence may be viewed as the broadest of the constructs. 
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Stage fright and audience anxiety are seen as subconstructs 

of communication apprehension, and unwillingness to 

communicate partially explains the construct of reticence. 

The Measurement of the Construct 

The construct of communication apprehension has been 

defined in terms of state and trait personality 

characteristics. How these characteristics are measured is 

of prime importance to those involved in the research on 

communication apprehension. The definition of the construct 

plays a vital role in determining the choice of empirical 

measures for the construct* 

Three approaches to the study of state communication 

apprehension, and "stage fright" particularly, have 

traditionally been followed. The first views state 

communication apprehension as a physiologically experienced 

phenomenon. Early work by Redding (1936) used such an 

approach; more recently Behnke and Carlile (1971) have 

conducted studies based on this approach. Typically, 

subjects are monitored for galvanic skin response, 

changes in heart rate and blood pressure increases. The 

problem with this methodology is that it creates an 

artifactual situation. Rarely do public speaking situations 

lend themselves to "wiring" a subject for monitoring 

responses in the situation. An added problem is the expense 

of the equipment involved for monitoring. The current trend 
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toward fiscal austerity, especially in public education, 

prohibits many researchers from using the physiologically 

based approach. 

The second approach to the study of state communication 

apprehension involves observable behavior patterns which can 

be attributed to communication apprehension. Observer 

rating scales are the most frequently employed techniques 

for this approach. Henning•s (1935) work formed the initial 

research base; Mulac and Sherman (1974) have more recently 

done studies based on this approach. 

The third view of state communication apprehension 

considers apprehension to be a cognitively based experience. 

Earlier mention was made of Gilkenson's (1942) work in this 

area. Since that time, Paul (1966) has reported a shortened 

form of the Gilkenson scale which has virtually replaced the 

original version. Spielberger (1966) and Porter (1974) have 

also completed studies based on the cognitive based 

approach. Generally, the measurement chosen has been in the 

form of self-report scales. 

Daly (1978) reports that there are no less than 25 

instruments available to researchers for measuring 

communication apprehension* The conceptualization of 

communication apprehension as a trait-like, personality-type 

variable which is cognitively experienced has led 

researchers to use self-report measures in determining the 

level of communication apprehension* Several of these 
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scales are widely used in the literature. Lustig's Verbal 

Reticence Scale (1974), the Phi 11ips-Erickson Reticence 

Scale (Rosenfeld and Plax, 1976), and Burgoon's 

Unwi11ingness-to-Communicate Scale (1976) are the more 

frequently applied measures. Many of the items on these 

instruments relate to a desire for communication or a report 

of communication behavior as well as the fear or anxiety 

associated with communication. 

The most widely used (Porter, 1981, p. 58) measure of 

trait-like communication apprehension is McCroskey's (1970) 

Personal Report of Communication Apprehension. The Personal 

Report of Communication Apprehension has consistently been 

found to possess high validity and reliabilty (McCroskey, 

1977a, 19 7/b)• In Daly's (1978) review of current 

instrumentation for communication apprehension, it was 

concluded that the Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension has the highest average correlation with other 

measures and, to date, may be the most encompassing 

instrument available for assessing trait-like communication 

apprehension. 

With the reconceptualization of the construct of 

communication apprehension as a trait-like, personality-type 

variable, the need for a different instrument to measure the 

construct arose. McCroskey (1982, p. 26) acknowledged that 

the original Public Report of Communication Apprehension 

. . .is more problematic. . .the measure lacks isomorphism 
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with the construct and, thus is seriously lacking in face 

validity. The main problem is the over-representation of 

items relating to the public speaking context and the 

consequent under-representation of items relating to other 

contexts." 

The Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-

College CMcCroskey, 1970) was the first instrument developed 

to identify communication apprehensive individuals. Recent 

revisions to the Public Report of Communication Apprehension 

have yielded a 25-item form and a 10-item short form 

CMcCroskey, 1978). The major problem with all three of the 

instruments is the over-representation of items dealing 

with apprehension in public speaking situations. If the 

Personal Report of Communication Apprehension is to measure 

trait-like apprehension in generalized contexts, a new 

instrument is necessary. McCroskey and Richmond (1980) have 

made such an instrument available. 

The new instrument, the Personal Report of 

C o m m u n i c a t i o n Apprehension-24, is a 24-item measure which 

uses the same instructions and the Likert-type scale as the 

earlier versions of the Public Report of Communicaiton 

Apprehension. Four communication contexts are represented: 

speaking in small groups, speaking in meetings or classes, 

dyadic interactions, and public speaking. S i x items are 

included for each of the four contexts. To avoid response 

bias, three of the items are positively worded and three of 
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the items are negatively worded. The instrument provides 

scores on the four contexts and a generalized-context total 

score. McCroskey (1982, p. 28) has indicated that this 

version of the Public Report of Communication Apprehension 

should replace all previous instruments to measure the newer 

conceptualization of communication apprehension. 

The reconceptualization of the communication 

apprehension construct has led to the need for new 

instrumentation to measure the construct. Research which 

examines communication apprehension in generalized contexts 

is needed. The educational setting is especially 

appropriate for this research because it provides 

opportunities for communication in each of these contexts. 

The Correlates of Communication Apprehension 

Communication apprehension has been conceptualized as a 

trait of individuals within generalized contexts. If such 

conceptualization is valid, it may be suspected that oral 

communication apprehension correlates with other personality 

variables. Evidence exists which supports this assumption. 

When the Personal Report of Communication Apprehension 

was correlated with self—report personality instruments, 

McCroskey, Daly, and Sorensen (1976) found that 

communication apprehension had moderately high positive 

correlations with general anxiety and moderately negative 

correlations with tolerance for ambiguity, self-control, 
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adventurousriess, urgency, and emotional maturity. 

Intelligence, sophistication, self-sufficiency, sensitivity, 

eccentricity, and radicalism showed no significant 

relationships to communication apprehension. Rosenfeld and 

Plax (1976) give a similar picture of the personality of an 

individual with high communication apprehension. 

The study of correlates which contribute to the 

development of communication apprehension are a major 

concern to researchers. Generally four areas seem to 

predominate the literature on trait apprehension. These 

areas serve to explain the development of communication 

apprehensioni genetic predisposition, reinforcement, skills 

acquisition, and modeling (Daly, 1977). In personality 

research there is danger in positing an exclusive cause for 

trait development. It must be realized that these areas 

share and contribute, each in their own way, to the 

development of communication apprehension. Daly and 

Freidrich (1981) have provided a comprehensive analysis and 

review of literature in these four areas. 

It should be noted that school, environmental and 

parental factors are a part of each of the explanations for 

communication apprehension development, with the exception 

of the genetic predispositions model. Daly and Freidrich 

(1981) concluded that the results of their study may be 

interpreted as supportive of the body of behavioral research 

which indicates that reinforcement is a stronger modifier 
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than punishment. The encouragement dimension is a better 

predictor of apprehension level. The researchers also 

concluded that the school can and does have an effect on 

communication apprehension. Increased or reduced anxiety 

is a function of the responses and environmental norms 

established by the school. Communication apprehension does, 

however, seem to be stable by the time individuals reach 

high school. One crucial fault of this research is that it 

ignores the interactive effects of human development and 

does not address the role of the student in mediating the 

environmental variables in the classroom or home. 

An additional study by McCroskey, Andersen, Richmond 

and Wheeless (1981) probed the school environment as a 

potential cause of increased communication apprehension in 

some children. An analysis of data provided two additional 

instruments which had not previously appeared in the 

literature: the Personal Report of Communication Fear 

(PRCF) and the Shyness Scale (SS). These scales were then 

administered to 5,795 elementary and secondary school 

students in 67 school districts in three states. Teachers, 

both elementary and secondary, were tested using the 

Personal Report of Communication Apprehension during an 

in-service program. The findings of the research indicated 

a significant effect between grade level and PRCF and SS 

scales thus supporting the hypothesis that mean 

communication apprehension scores of children in grades 4-6, 
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7-9 and 10-12 are higher than the mean scores of children in 

grades K-3. Data analysis also revealed a significant 

interaction between grade level taught and Personal Report 

of Communication Apprehension scores. The hypothesis that 

more lower grade teachers possess high communication 

apprehension was supported. The researchers concluded that 

although some factor or factors were in operation which 

indicates increased communication apprehension among 

elementary school children, no specific causal agent could 

be established. It was suggested that future studies be 

limited to the peer environment and the teacher. The 

research also pointed out that normative levels of 

communication apprehension increased markedly during 

kindergarten and third- and fourth-grade years. 

The Effects of Communication Apprehension 

The picture of the individual who is high communication 

apprehensive presented thus far is not a pleasant one. 

Isolation, fear and anxiety in communication situations 

would, it seems, have negative behavioral effects. The 

correlational studies reviewed previously have tended to 

look for a single-act behavior which explains communication 

apprehension development. it may be that a multiple-act 

criterion would better serve the construct. 

Daly (1978) conducted a study to test the multiple-act 

criteria hypothesis. Lists composed of an approximately 
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equal number of behaviors (N=50) associated with high and 

low communication apprehension were developed. Four 

measures of communication apprehension were administered to 

subjects: Lustig's Verbal Reticence Scale (1974), 

McCroskey's (1970) Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension, and Burgeon's (1976) approach factor and total 

measure from the Unwi11ingness-to-Communicate Scale. 

Subjects indicated engagement/non-engagement in the 

behaviors listed on the inventory. The multiple-act measure 

was the simple summation of responses where the larger the 

score, the more apprehensive behaviors were associated with 

the subject. Data analysis indicated a low average 

correlation between communication apprehension and a 

specific behavior. However, the average correlation between 

the multiple-act measure and each of the apprehension 

measures was .725 (pC.OOOl). One interesting conclusion was 

drawn from the research and would seem to indicate a need 

for future study: the level of apprehension may not be 

related to the person's attitude toward communication. 

Other effects of communication apprehension may be 

found in social contexts. Jordan and Powers (1978) found 

that verbal constraint clearly separates high apprehensives 

in a social context. Low apprehensives do not significantly 

alter their verbal behaviors from one context to another. 

Their study indicates that high apprehensives exhibit more 

adaptive behaviors than do low apprehensives. Low 
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apprehensives seem much less extreme in the way in which 

they adapt to different contexts. Lustig and King (1980) 

tested subjects' use of compliance-gaining strategies in 

relation to communication apprehension and situational 

variables. The use of a strategy was dependent upon the 

social context in which it was placed. McCroskey and Shehan 

(1978) have studied the effect of communication apprehension 

on the social dimension of college student life. They found 

that high communication apprehensive individuals were less 

likely to accept blind dates, likely to date one person to 

the exclusion of others, have fewer dates, establish fewer 

relationships with faculty members, have less positive 

attitudes toward faculty/student advising systems, and in 

general, have less positive attitudes about the college 

environment. 

The effects of communication apprehension in other 

contexts have been well documented. Fenton and Hopf (1976) 

studied the effect of communication apprehension on small-

group discussion and found that high communication 

apprehensive individuals communicate less in small groups; 

Powers (1977) found differential verbal patterns in high 

communication apprehension individuals; McCroskey and 

Andersen (1978) found that high communication apprehensive 

individuals would prefer large-section lecture classes in 

university settings. 

Of prime importance to educators is the effect which 
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communication apprehension may have within the academic 

environment# The negative impact of communication 

apprehension on education has been established (McCroskey, 

1970; 1976* 1977a, 1977b; McCroskey & Andersen, 1976). 

Students with high communication apprehension, as compared 

to those with low communication apprehension, have been 

found to have lower overall college grade—point averages 

(McCroskey & Andersen, 1976), to have lower achievement on 

standardized achievement tests (Bashore, 1971), to receive 

lower marks in small classes in middle school (Hurt, Preiss, 

& Davis, 1978) and college (Scott & Wheeless, 1976), and to 

develop negative attitudes toward school in both middle 

school (Hurt, et al„, 1978) and college (McCroskey & Shehan, 

1978). However, these effects have been found despite the 

fact that no relationship between intelligence and 

communication apprehension has been established (Bashore, 

1971; Davis, 1977). 

Two patterns seem to emerge in studying the effects of 

communication apprehension on individuals. The impact of 

communication apprehension is both internal and external. 

Since communication apprehension is viewed as a trait-like 

variable, self-report scales are useful in its 

determination. Observable behaviors also give clues to the 

external impact of communication apprehension. Research 

must examine both the internal and external impact of 

communication apprehension as it is acted out in classrooms. 
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Communication Apprehension and Communicator Style 

Research on classroom communication has tended to focus 

on what is said in the classroom (see, for example, Good and 

Brophy, 1969, 1974; Flanders, 1965, 1970). Interpersonal 

communication theory demands that not only what is said, but 

the way information and ideas are communicated be 

considered. The construct of communicator style addresses 

the manner in which we communicate. 

Norton (1978, p. 99) has defined communicator style as 

"the way one verbally and paraverbally interacts to signal 

how literal meaning should be taken, interpreted, filtered, 

or understood." It is operationally defined in terms of ten 

subconstructs. Briefly, the communicator style components 

include these variables: 

!• Dominant* The dominant communicator talks 

frequently, takes charge in a social situation, comes on 

strong, and controls informal conversations* 

2. Dramatic. The dramatic communicator manipulates 

exaggerations, fantasies, stories, metaphors, rhythm, voice, 

and other stylistic devices to highlight or understate 

content. 

3. Contentious. The contentious communicator is 

argumentative. 

4. Animated. The animated communicator provides 

frequent and sustained eye contact, uses many facial 

expressions and gestures often. 
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5. Impression-leaving. The impression-leaving 

communicator tends to be remembered because of the stimuli 

which are projected. What is said and the way it is said is 

emphasi zed -

6. Relaxed. The relaxed communicator is calm and 

collected, not nervous under pressure, and does not show 

nervous manneri sms. 

7. Attentive. The attentive communicator really likes 

to listen to others, shows interest in what others are 

saying, and deliberately reacts in such a way that others 

know he or she is being listened to. 

8. Open. The open communicator readily reveals 

personal things about the self, easily expresses feelings 

and emotions, and tends to be unsecretive, unreserved and 

somewhat frank. 

9. Friendly. The friendly communicator is encouraging 

to people, acknowledges other's contributions, openly 

expresses admiration and tends to be tactful. 

10. Communicator image. A person with a good communi-

cator image finds it easy to talk with strangers, to small 

groups of people, and with members of the opposite sex. 

From the previous discussion of communication 

apprehension and its effects on behavior we should expect 

that communication apprehension would determine, to some 

extent, the communicator style of an individual. A 

knowledge oi this interaction would be useful to those who 
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train preservice teachers to enter a profession which 

demands communication competence. At present, this 

knowledge is unavailable. It is evident that communication 

apprehension has an effect on the lives of the individuals 

who experience it. It is also evident that that effect is a 

negative one. Within the educational environment, 

communication apprehension may have serious and damaging 

effects on students, especially if the teacher is 

communication apprehensive. 

It is important to examine the implication of 

communication apprehension for educators and suggest some 

future directions for research. McCroskey (1977, p. 39) has 

stated that: "Little can be done to cure communication 

apprehension in the regular classroom." He offers the 

following suggestions for teachers: 

1. Eliminate grading on participation. 

2. Provide options for assignments other than formal 

presentations. 

3. Permit voluntary seating choices for students. 

4. Avoid calling on communication apprehensive 

students and forcing involuntary participation. 

5. Structure the course so that students can obtain 

all necessary information without having to seek extra 

communication contact with either the teacher or peers. 

Many teachers have experienced the frustration of 

grading on '"citizenship" and "discipline." Grading on 
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participation" presents the same type of frustrations. 

Although the incidents of participation may be documented, 

determination of the quality of the "participation events" 

is problematic. Concepts such as citizenship, discipline 

and participation are relative to each student and the 

situation* The present thrust toward accountability in 

grading discourages teachers from using such subjective 

measures* The suggestion to eliminate grading on 

participation is, in most cases, unnecessary. 

Formal presentations by the student in most classrooms 

are rare, with the exception of public speaking classrooms. 

Classroom interaction between teacher and pupil, 

peer-to-peer, or small-group discussion enable the teacher 

to gauge progress in learning. Until the high communication 

apprehensive student has learned to cope with these 

situations, it is very likely that participation in a formal 

presentation should not be undertaken. 

Schools offer very few opportunities for choice for 

today s youth. The simple choice of seating in the 

classroom makes the student feel he or she has some control 

over the environment. However, once the student has chosen 

a seat, the seating pattern should remain relatively 

constant. Changes in seating should be done by the teacher 

only in cases where the teacher sees the change as 

facilitating to growth of the pupils. 

Involuntary participation by students is, at times, 
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necessary. The teacher, randomly asking questions of 

students, keeps the attention of the class focused on the 

content under discussion. The high communication 

apprehensive student needs that same focus in learning. 

Although the response of the high communication apprehensive 

student, if indeed there is one, may be minimal, the student 

realizes that he or she is part of the group and is 

responsible for learning just as are other students. 

Not all materials for learning can be structured in 

individualized ways so that the high communication 

apprehensive student does not have to interact with the 

teacher or peers. In fact, such individualized techniques 

have recently come under attack (Rosenshine, 1979; Peterson, 

1979). The outcomes of individualized instruction must be 

evaluated before making such suggestions. 

Cone1u s i on s 

The student with high communication apprehension will 

be obvious. There will be little or no communication 

between the student and teacher or student and peers. The 

teacher who is communication apprehensive may be less 

obvious. It is most likely that the apprehensiveness of the 

teacher would be reflected in the way communication is done 

in the classroom, that is, the communicator style of the 

teacher. Since oral communication is one of the primary 

instructional tools available to the classroom teacher, the 
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effects of communication apprehension on the teacher's 

verbal behavior is an area of needed research. 

Several needs in the research on communication 

apprehension have appeared. Research needs to be undertaken 

which explores the newer conceptualization of communication 

apprehension and the instrumentation used to measure it; 

studies need to focus on the effects of communication 

apprehension of the teacher; both the internal and external 

impact of communication apprehension needs to be explored; 

and, the effect of communication apprehension on the 

communicator style of the teacher deserves consideration. 

The teacher is a vital element in the educational 

process. Competent teaching demands competent communication 

skills. Limitations to communication skills will ultimately 

limit the learning which takes place in the classroom. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY 

Permission for Conducting the Study 

On January 18, 1984, a preliminary conference was held 

with the Director of Student Teaching to explain the 

purposes of the study, the population, sample selection, 

instrumentation and procedures to be used in the study. On 

March 5, 1984, the Director of Student Teaching drafted a 

letter of endorsement which was copied and given to each 

preservice teacher education student at general meetings for 

student teachers held on March 7, 1984 (elementary), and 

March 9, 1984 (secondary). 

Informal conferences were also held with the Division 

Chairpersons of Elementary and Secondary Education. An 

explanation of the study, its purposes, and the 

instrumentation to be used was given by the researcher. 

Endorsement for the study was received from both 

chai rpersons. 

Description of the Population 

The population was defined as preservice teacher 

education students who were currently enrolled in EDEE or 

EDSE 410-411 in the College of Education, North Texas State 

University during the spring semester 1984. In the Division 
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of Elementary Education there were 1,540 students currently 

enrolled. Total undergraduate enrollment numbered 1,235; 

of these students, 498 were currently enrolled in EDEE 

410-411. In the Division of Secondary Education there were 

1,050 students currently enrolled. Total undergraduate 

enrollment numbered 733; of the 733 students enrolled in 

undergraduate level courses, 148 of these were currently 

enrolled in EDSE 410-411. 

These figures represent the total enrollment in EDEE 

and EDSE 410-411. Only preservice teacher education 

students who were student teaching during the second eight 

weeks of the spring semester 1984 were included in the 

study. This decision was made in order to include 

elementary preservice teacher education students who, 

because of scheduling, were allowed to student teach only at 

that time. The total population for the study included 125 

elementary and 67 secondary preservice teacher education 

students. 

Population Testing 

Permission was given by the Director of Student 

Teaching to administer the Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension—24 and the Communicator Style Measure to all 

preservice elementary and secondary teacher education 

students. On March 7, 1984, a meeting for all elementary 
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preservice teacher education students was held in the 

auditorium of Matthews Hall (Room 328) on the campus of 

North Texas State University# At that time } the researcher 

delivered a brief presentation to the preservice teacher 

education students to familiarize them with the proposed 

study. The letter of endorsement from the Director of 

Student Teaching was distributed at this time. A cover 

letter, drafted by the researcher, was read* The purpose of 

the cover letter was to assure the subjects that these data 

were in no way to be used in determining a grade for the 

preservice teaching experience, nor would these data affect 

the final evaluation received from the university 

supervising teacher or the public school cooperating 

teacher. Students completed a demographic survey form which 

asked for their name and the level in which they would be 

student teaching (either elementary, secondary, or early 

childhood education)* The instruments were distributed and 

students were instructed to follow the printed directions as 

the researcher read them* After reading the directions 

students completed the Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension-24 and the Communicator Style Measure. 

Students returned the instruments to the researcher when 

they were completed. Total administration time for both 

instruments was approximately 20 minutes. A total of 125 

elementary preservice teacher education students completed 

the Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24 and the 
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Communicator Style Measure* 

On March 9, 1984, a meeting was held with the secondary 

preservice teacher education students. The procedures , as 

outlined above for elementary preservice teacher education 

students, were followed with the secondary preservice 

teacher education students* A total of 67 secondary 

students completed the Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension-24 and the Communicator Style Measure* 

Instrumentation and Scoring Procedures 

The Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-2 4 

scores included four major areas: (1) small group 

communication, (2) communication in meetings or classes, (3) 

dyadic communication, and (4) communication in public 

speaking situations. Six items represented each of the four 

areas. A simple summation of each of the four subscores 

yielded a total generalized-context communication 

apprehension score which was used to identify the student as 

high or low communication apprehensive. 

The Communicator Style Measure and the Communicator 

Style Measure/Modified included 10 major subconstruct areas: 

(1) dominant, (2) dramatic, (3) contentious, (4) animated, 

(5) impression leaving, (6) relaxed, (7) attentive, (8) 

open, (9) friendly, and (10) communicator image* Five items 

represented each of nine subconstruct areas; the 
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communicator image subconstruct was represented by six 

i t ems. 

After population testing was completed, each instrument 

was scored using computerized scoring programs developed by 

a doctoral graduate student from the Department of Computer 

Sciences at North Texas State University. 

Selection of the Sample 

Identification of high and low communication 

apprehensive students was attempted according to the 

procedures suggested by McCroskey (1982). Students who are 

one standard deviation (S D - 15.3) or more above the normed 

mean score (M * 65.6) on the Personal Report of 

Communication Apprehension-24 are considered high 

communication apprehensive. In other words, a total 

generalized-context score of 80.9 or above would indicate 

high communication apprehension. Using this method only 5 

students could have been chosen for the study. Students who 

score one standard deviation or more below the normed mean 

score on the Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension-24 are considered low communication 

apprehensive. A score of 50.3 was needed to classify a 

student as low communication apprehensive. There were no 

students who scored below 53 on the Personal Report of 

Communication Apprehension-2 4. 

Because population testing did not yield fifteen 
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elementary and secondary preservice teacher education 

students in each category according to the standard 

deviation formula, the following procedure was followed. 

Fifteen elementary and fifteen secondary student teachers 

whose scores were highest and fifteen elementary and 

secondary student teachers whose scores were the lowest on 

the Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24 were 

chosen as subjects. This procedure is justified since the 

population from which the cases are drawn is sufficiently 

large to maximize the variance. If significant differences 

are to be found, they should be apparent in the extreme 

ranges of the scores. The total selected sample included 60 

preservice teacher education students. 

Description of the Sample 

The subjects involved in this study were 30 elementary 

and 30 secondary preservice teacher education students 

enrolled in the final professional education course (EDEE or 

EDSE 410-411) at North Texas State University. During the 

course of the study one elementary preservice teacher was 

dropped from student teaching. As a result, the total 

sample size of elementary preservice teachers was 29. 

Elementary and secondary preservice teacher education 

students were chosen for this, study for the following 

reasons: 

1. A study by McCroskey, Andersen, Richmond, & Wheeler 
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(1981) indicated that the level of communication 

apprehension is higher for elementary teachers than for 

secondary teachers. This study also recommended that future 

research efforts on the construct of communication 

apprehension focus on the teacher. 

2. No studies have examined the effects of the student 

teaching experience on communication apprehension and 

communicator style* 

3. No studies have examined the effects of the level 

of communication apprehension on communicator style (Norton, 

1978) of preservice teacher education students* 

Collection of Data 

The role of the university supervising teacher in this 

study was crucial. In order to avoid introducing additional 

personnel into the schools, the university supervising 

teachers were responsible for delivering instrumentation to 

the public school cooperating teachers and returning these 

data to the researcher. 

In order to secure their cooperation, a letter 

explaining the study, its puposes and their role in the 

study was sent to each university supervising teacher on 

March 5t 1984. Also included was a letter of endorsement 

from the Director of Student Teaching soliciting their help 

in conducting the study* The letters were delivered through 

the campus interdepartmental mailing system. On March 7, 
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1984, the researcher telephoned each university supervising 

teacher to insure that the letters had been received. In 

only two cases was the researcher unable to contact the 

university supervising teacher* In those cases, memos were 

written and hand-delivered to the appropriate division 

secretary to be given to the supervisors. In all cases 

where the university supervisor was contacted personally, 

assurance of cooperation was received. 

Collection of the first round of data was scheduled for 

the week of April 2 - 6, 1984. On March 19, 1984, the 

researcher sent each university supervising teacher a packet 

which contained the following: 

1* Instructions for the completion of the Communicator 

Style Measure/Modified. The instructions indicated that the 

instrument could be completed either during an actual 

observation session or after a session was completed, 

whichever was most convenient for the supervisor. Because 

the instrument contained items which related to personal 

communication behaviors, the university supervisors were 

cautioned to use number 4 on the Likert-type scale (the 

"undecided" category) if there was doubt about the item. 

2. A copy of the Communicator Style Measure/Modified 

for each of the student teachers who were subjects in the 

study assigned to that university supervising teacher. The 

surname of the student teacher was placed in the top right 

hand corner of the instrument and overscored with a 
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highlighter pen for easy identification. 

3. Observation packets for each of the public school 

cooperating teachers* The packets contained a cover letter 

explaining the study, the letter of endorsement from the 

Director of Student Teaching and an instruction sheet 

identical to the one received by the university supervisors. 

Observation instruments for each student teacher were 

included. Each instrument was coded using a five-digit 

coding system developed by the researcher. The first two 

digits identified the university supervising teacher and the 

last three digits referenced the student teacher. By 

consulting a cross index, it was possible to determine which 

public school cooperating teacher had returned the 

observation instruments. 

On March 21, 1984, each university supervising teacher 

was contacted by telephone to insure that the observation 

packets had been recieved. If the supervisors were unable 

to be contacted at the university, the researcher obtained a 

home telephone number and contacted them. 

The return of the observation instruments was scheduled 

no later than April 6, 1984. Any university supervising 

teacher who had not returned the instruments by that time 

was contacted during the week of April 9 - 13, 1984. A memo 

of reminder was sent to the supervisors, as needed. 

As data were received by the researcher they were 

scored and the scores were recorded on a microcomputer 
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floppy diskette using the Apple lie Personal Computer. A 

back-up copy was made of the filing system in case of damage 

to or loss of the original diskette. 

Round two of data collection was scheduled for the week 

of April 30 - May 4, 1984. On April 16, 1984, the 

researcher delivered the second round observation packets to 

the university supervising teachers. The packets included 

observation instruments for both the supervising teacher and 

the public school cooperating teachers as described above 

for the first round of data collection. Instructions for 

their completion were again included. Additionally, the 

packets contained a copy of the Personal Report of 

Communication Apprehension-24 for each student teacher. The 

instruments were coded using a three-digit code previously 

assigned by the researcher. A cover letter to the student 

teacher explained that this instrument was identical to the 

one taken at the beginning of the student teaching 

experience. Student teachers were instructed to tear off 

the cover letter, complete the instrument and mail it back 

to the researcher who had attached a self-addressed 

post-paid envelope for their convenience. Scoring and 

recording of these data were done similar to the procedures 

listed above for the first round of data collection. 

Follow-up procedures for round two were conducted 

during the weeks of May 7 - 25, 1984. University 

supervisors were contacted and, due to the low percentage of 
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returns on round two data by the public school cooperating 

teachers, an additional letter was sent to those public 

school teachers* A follow-up telephone call was made to 

public school personnel who had not returned the observation 

instruments by May 21, 1984. 

Procedures for Analysis of Data 

At the completion of the study, scores from the 

Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24, the 

Communicator Style Measure and the Communicator Style 

Measure/Modified were keypunched at the North Texas State 

University Computing Center. Data were analyzed using the 

Statistical Pack a g e for the Social Sciences, Version 9 

(SPSS, Inc., 1983). The facilities of the computing center 

of the Fort Worth Independent School District, Fort Worth, 

Texas, were made available to the researcher for data 

analysi s. 

Descriptive statistics were used to describe the 

levels of oral communication apprehension and the 

communicator style of preservice teacher education students 

(Subprogram Condescr1ptive, Nie & Hull, 1981, pp. 279-286). 

Dependent sample t-tests using matched pairs (Subprogram 

T-Test, Nie & Hull, 1981, pp. 431-438) determined the 

changes in the level of oral communication apprehension and 

communicator style, and the differences between 

se1f-reported and observed communicator style. 
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Hypotheses one and three were tested using Subprogram 

ANGVA (Nie & Hull, 1981, pp. 439-452)# Hypothesis two used 

an analysis of covariance (Subprogram ANOVA, Nie & Hull, 

1981, pp. 439-452) to test differences between pre- and 

posttest mean scores on the Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension-24. Hypothesis four, which examined the 

differences in se1f-reported and observed communicator 

style, was tested using 10 dependent sample t-tests with 

matched pairs (Subprogram T-Test, Nie & Hull, 1981, pp. 

431-438). A multiple analysis of variance tested hypothesis 

five (SPSS, Inc., 1983, pp. 475). 

A posteriori contrasts were computed by the 

researcher using Tukey's Honestly Significant Difference 

(HSD). The formula for the computation of the HSD is 

provided in Kirk (1982, pp. 116-118). 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF THE FINDINGS 

This study examined the differences in communicator 

style between preservice teacher education students with 

different levels of oral communication apprehension. The 

subjects for the study were divided into two main groups; 

high and low communication apprehensive students. 

Additionally, subjects were identified by the educational 

level in which the student teaching experience would take 

place (early childhood/elementary, or secondary)* 

To determine the level of oral communication 

apprehension, the Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension-24 was administered to all subjects. Means (M) 

and standard deviations (SD) for the pre- and posttest 

generalized-context and total scores on the Personal Report 

of Communication Apprehension-2 4 for high and low 

communication apprehensive preservice teacher education 

students were computed. 

Levels of Oral Communication Apprehension 

The number of preservice teacher education students 

identified as high level communication apprehensive was 30. 

Due to one student teacher dropping EDEE 410-411, the number 

of low communication apprehensive students was 29. On the 

77 
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pretest administration of the Personal Report of 

Communication Apprehension-24 (see Table I), the total mean 

score attained by high apprehensive subjects was 75.17 

(SD-4.03) as compared to a mean of 57.72 (SD-2.76) for low 

apprehensive subjects. The mean difference between high and 

low appreherisives on the pretest total score on the Personal 

Report of Communication Apprehension-24 was 17.45. 

Data analysis for the Dyadic context indicated that 

all high apprehensive students scored 18.00 on this 

portion of the Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension-24 (M-18.00; SD-0.00). This is an important 

consideration because further analysis on this context will 

be meaningless due the the absence of variance on this 

variable. 

The mean of all generalized context scores for high 

apprehensive students fell within the "undecided" range on 

the Liker1:-type scale. In contrast, low apprehensive 

students "strongly agree" with positive statements about 

Group contexts and "agree" with positive statements about 

Class contexts. In Dyadic contexts, low apprehensives show 

slightly higher apprehension toward one-to-one communication 

than high apprehensives (mean difference".07), although both 

high and low apprehensive are "undecided" about Dyadic 

contexts. 

Posttest results on the Personal Report of 

Communication Apprehension-24 are recorded in Table II. The 



TABLE I 
PRETEST GENERALIZED-CONTEXT AND TOTAL SCORES: 

PERSONAL REPORT OF COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION-24 
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APPREHENSION LEVEL 

HIGH (N« 30) LOW (N=29) 
CRITERION CONTEXT M SD M SD 

GROUP 18 .63 3 .71 8 .62 2. 15 

CLASS 19 .17 2 .46 14 .83 0. 79 

DYADIC 18 

o
 
o
 • 0 .00 18 .07 0. 37 

PUBLIC 19 .70 1 .53 16 .21 1. 40 

TOTAL 75 .17 4 .03 57 .72 2. 76 

TABLE II 
POSTTEST GENERALIZED-CONTEXT AND TOTAL SCORES: 
PERSONAL REPORT OF COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION-24 

APPREHENSION LEVEL 

CRITERION CONTEXT 
HIGH (N«30) 
M SD 

LOW (N-29) 
M SD 

GROUP 17, .95 1, »28 18, .43 1 .17 

CLASS 18. ,50 1, • 40 18. ,48 1, .91 

DYADIC 18, • 70 1. .12 18, • 29 1, .52 

PUBLIC 19, - 75 1• • 92 18. 63 1. ,70 

TOTAL 74. ,90 3, . 32 73, .81 4, .09 
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number of high apprehensive students responding to the 

post test , administered by the universi ty supervisor and 

returned by mail to the researcher, was 20. This represents 

a response rate of 67%. A response rate of 72% was recorded 

(N»21 :2 9) for low apprehensive students. 

It should be noted that in the Group context, the mean 

post test score of low apprehensives ( 1 8 . 4 3 ) was higher 

than high apprehensives (M*17.95). Mean posttest scores for 

high apprehensives decreased for Group and Class contexts 

and increased slightly for Dyadic and Public Speaking 

contexts. For low apprehensives there was a mean decrease 

of .27 for the Total score on the Public Report of 

Communication Apprehension-24. In all contexts low 

apprehensives 1 mean scores showed an increase. The Total 

mean score for low apprehensives increased from pretest to 

posttest by 16.09. The mean difference between high and low 

apprehensives posttest scores was 1.09 (M, low 

apprehensive-73.81; M, high apprehensive«74.90). 

Changes in Level of Oral Communication Apprehension 

Table III presents the results of t-tests which were 

computed on the mean pre- and posttest generalized context 

and total scores on the Public Report of Communication 

Apprehension-24 for high apprehensive preservice teacher 

education students. The same information is included in 

Table IV for low apprehensive students. T-tests were 

.v Hi, :i p- s 
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TABLE III 
T-TEST OF PRE- AND POSTTESTS: PERSONAL REPORT OF 

COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION-24 FOR HIGH LEVEL 
APPREHENSIVE PRESERVICE TEACHER EDUCATION STUDENTS 

N-20 

CRITERION PRETEST POSTTEST MEAN t 
CONTEXT M SD M SD DIFFERENCE VALUE p 

GROUP 17 * 90 3.81 17.95 1.28 -0.05 -0.26 .95 

CLASS 19.35 2.74 18.50 1.40 0.85 1.25 .23 

DYADIC 18.00 0.00 18.70 1.13 -0.70 -2.77 .01 

PUBLIC 19.50 1.54 19.75 1.92 -0.25 -0.37 .71 

TOTAL 74.25 4.05 

o
 

a* * 
-a-r̂. 3.32 -0.65 

o
 

vD • 
0
 1 .56 

° R ^ W U W C A I . ) X O U R . U 1 

variance on the Pretest invalidates significance testing. 

TABLE IV 
T-TEST OF PRE- AND POSTTESTS: PERSONAL REPORT OF 

COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION-24 FOR LOW LEVEL 
APPREHENSIVE PRESERVICE TEACHER EDUCATION STUDENTS 

N=21 

CRITERION PRETEST POSTTEST MEAN t 
CONTEXT M SD M SD DIFFERENCE VALUE P 

GROUP 8.57 2.14 18.43 1.17 -9.86 -17.54 .000* 

CLASS 14.76 0.89 18.48 1.91 -3.71 -8.10 .000* 

DYADIC 18.10 0.44 18.29 1.52 

»—i * 
0
 1 i o

 
•
 

U5
 

.61 

PUBLIC 16.29 1.34 18.62 1.77 -2.33 -5.61 .000* 

TOTAL 

A m 

57.71 2.97 73.81 4.09 -16.10 -13.58 .000* 
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computed in order to determine the changes in the level of 

oral communication apprehension from pre- to post-student 

teaching experience. Subjects who returned the posttest 

instrument were paired with their pretest measures. The 

number of matched pairs for high level apprehensives was 20; 

low apprehensive matched pairs was 21. 

No significant differences on generalized-contexts or 

on the total score for the Public Report of Communication 

Apprehension-24 were found for high communication 

apprehensive subjects. 

Table IV presents the results of t-tests between pre-

and posttest mean generalized-contexts and total scores on 

the Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24 for low 

level apprehensives. With the exception of the Dyadic 

context„ all pre-/posttest differences were highly 

significant for low level apprehensive preservice teacher 

education students. 

Communicator Styles 

To determine the differences in communicator style 

between high and low communication apprehensive subjects, 

the Communicator Style Measure was administered. The total 

number of high apprehensives was 30; a total of 29 low 

apprehensive subjects were administered the Communicator 

Style Measure. Table V presents the means (M) and standard 

deviations (SD) for each subconstruct of the Communicator 
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TABLE V 
SELF-REPORTED COMMUNICATOR STYLE SUBCONSTRUCT SCORES BY 

COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION LEVEL 

APPREHENSION LEVEL 

CRITERION 
SUBCONSTRUCT 

HIGH (N«30) 
M SD 

LOW (N«29) 
M SD 

DOMINANT 

DRAMATIC 

CONTENTIOUS 

ANIMATED 

20.96 4.73 

19.27 4.62 

21.87 4.63 

16.73 4.30 

IMPRESSION-LEAVING 17.70 4.09 

RELAXED 21.43 2.89 

ATTENTIVE 16.40 2.22 

OPEN 20.30 5.02 

FRIENDLY 16.97 2.82 

COMMUNICATOR IMAGE 21.90 4.74 

17.41 

16.55 

19.79 

14.48 

15.48 

17.17 

15.41 

18.07 

15.21 

18.45 

5.07 

4.29 

5.45 

4.10 

4.40 

2 . 6 6 

3.38 

4.80 

3.43 

5.95 
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Style Measure by apprehension level of preservice teacher 

education students. 

For high apprehensives, scores in seven subconstruct 

areas fall within the "undecided" range on the Likert-type 

scale (range*=17-22) • For the Animated, Attentive, and 

Friendly subconstruets high apprehensives indicated that 

they "agreed" with statements concerning attentiveness t but 

not in a strong way. 

Low apprehensives responded more positively in six 

subconstruct areas: Dominant (M«16.55; SD-4.29); Animated 

(M®14.28; SD«4.10); Impression-Leaving (M«15.48; SD=4.40); 

Attentive (M-15.42; SD-3.38); Friendly (M«15.21; SD-3.43) 

and Communicator Image (M«18.45; SD«5.95). Low 

apprehensives fall within the mid-range of the Likert-type 

scale on the remaining subconstruets indicating an 

"undecided" position. 

Changes in Observed Communicator Style 

Ten dependent sample t-tests were computed to determine 

the changes in observed communicator style by university 

supervising teachers and public school cooperating teachers 

for high and low communication apprehensive preservice 

teacher education students. 

For high level apprehensives the t-test of differences 

in first and second observations by the university 

supervising teachers (Table VI) revealed significant 



TABLE VI 
T-TEST OF OBSERVATIONS OF COMMUNICATOR STYLE BY 
UNIVERSITY SUPERVISING TEACHERS FOR HIGH LEVEL 

COMMUNICATION APPREHENSIVE SUBJECTS 

N®23 
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CRITERION 
SUBCONSTRUCT 

OBS1 
M SD 

OBS2 
M SD 

MEAN 
DIFFERENCE 

DOMINANT 23.00 4.25 21.70 3.95 1.30 2.11 .046* 

DRAMATIC 23.09 3.69 21.61 4.03 1.48 1.46 .158 

CONTENTIOUS 23.17 3.90 22.22 3.34 0.96 1.22 .234 

ANIMATED 20.48 3.90 19.78 4.62 0.70 0.97 .343 

IMPRESS I ON-1LV. 18.39 3.06 16.52 3.58 1.87 2.94 .008* 

RELAXED 18.91 6.07 18.78 4.32 0.13 0.20 .843 

ATTENTIVE 16.96 4.96 17.30 4.22 -0.35 -0.36 .723 

OPEN 19.26 4.16 17.74 4.32 1.52 1.52 .114 

FRIENDLY 17.22 3.07 18.30 4.52 -1.09 -1.16 .260 

COMMUNICATOR IM. 22.09 5.49 22.04 3.25 0.04 0.04 .966 

Note: OBS1 • First observation 
OBS2 * Second observation 

* p<.G5 
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differences in the following subconstructs: Dominant 

p « . 0 4 6 ) and Impression-Leaving (t»2.94; p».008). 

Mo significant differences in observations were found for 

other subconstructs. 

Table VII reports the results of t-tests for 

significant differences in communicator style subconstructs 

observed by the university supervising teacher for low level 

apprehensives. The t-tests for significant differences 

revealed that the Dominant subconstruct (t«2 . 47 ; p».021) and 

the Dramatic subconstruct (t«2.81; p=.010 ) observations were 

significantly different from first to second observations. 

Analysis revealed that the mean scores on these 

subconstructs decreased, indicating that university 

supervisors felt that low apprehensive students became more 

dominant and more dramatic during the student-teaching 

experience* For all other subconstructs, observations 

of the university supervising teachers showed no significant 

d i ff erences. 

Differences in public school cooperating teachers' 

observations for high apprehensives are reported in Table 

XVIII (see Appendix, p. 122). There were no subconstructs 

in which the first and second observations by the public 

school cooperating teachers were significantly different. 

It appears that the public school cooperating teachers1 

perception of high apprehensive student teachers did not 

change during the student-teaching experience. 



TABLE VII 
T-TEST OF OBSERVATIONS OF COMMUNICATOR STYLE BY 
UNIVERSITY SUPERVISING TEACHERS FOR LOW LEVEL 

COMMUNICATION APPREHENSIVE SUBJECTS 

N»25 
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CRITERION 
SUBCONSTRUCT 

OBS1 
M SD 

OBS2 
M SD 

MEAN 
DIFFERENCE 

DOMINANT 

DRAMATIC 

CONTENTIOUS 

ANIMATED 

IMPRESSION-LV. 

RELAXED 

ATTENTIVE 

OPEN 

FRIENDLY 

COMMUNICATOR IM. 

22.12 4.18 

23.12 2.89 

22.76 3.31 

19.68 3.67 

17.72 4.29 

18.32 4.90 

15.96 3.69 

18.56 4.45 

15.72 3.17 

20.16 5.11 

20.48 4.29 

21.12 4.28 

21.76 3.72 

18.60 3.64 

17.16 4.73 

19.24 3.77 

15.48 4.14 

19.20 3.64 

15.80 2.86 

19.60 4.92 

1.64 

2.00 

1 . 0 0 

1 . 0 8 

0.56 

-0.92 

0.48 

-0.64 

- 0 . 0 8 

0.56 

2.47 

2 . 8 1 

1.23 

1.59 

0.92 

-1.37 

0.88 

-0.82 

- 0 . 1 8 

0 . 8 0 

.021* 

.010* 

.230 

.124 

.369 

.184 

.390 

.418 

.856 

.432 

Note: OBS1 *= First observation 
OBS2 • Second observation 

* p<»05 
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Table VIII presents the results of t-tests between 

observations of communicator style by the public school 

cooperating teachers for low-level apprehensive subjects. 

Significant differences were found for the 

Impression-Leaving subconstruct (t»3.17; p=.006) and the 

Attentive subconstruct (t» -2.38; p«.029). For the 

Impression-Leaving subconstruct, mean observation scores 

decreased from the first to second observation, indicating 

that public school cooperating teachers felt that student 

teachers became more impression-leaving. However, for the 

Attentive subconstruct, cooperating teachers' mean 

observation scores increased from the first to second 

observation. This indicates that low apprehensive student 

teachers became less attentive during the student-teaching 

experience. All other subconstruct observed mean 

differences were non-significant. 

Testing of Hypotheses 

Hypothesis One. Hypothesis One stated that no 

significant differences would exist between elementary and 

secondary preservice teacher education students identified 

as high and low communication apprehensive for generalized 

contexts and total scores on the Public Report of 

Communication Apprehension-24. To test the hypothesis an 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was computed. 

For the Group context, significant differences were 



TABLE VIII 
T-TEST OP OBSERVATIONS OF COMMUNICATOR STYLE BY 
PUBLIC SCHOOL COOPERATING TEACHERS FOR LOW LEVEL 

COMMUNICATION APPREHENSIVE SUBJECTS 

N-18 
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CRITERION 
SUBCONSTRUCT 

OBS1 OBS2 
M SD M SD 

MEAN 
DIFFERENCE 

DOMINANT 24.39 5.29 

DRAMATIC 23.44 5.02 

CONTENTIOUS 25.44 4.00 

ANIMATED 20.28 3.34 

IMPRESSION-LV. 17.33 4.72 

RELAXED 16.28 4.76 

ATTENTIVE 13.72 3.12 

OPEN 19.28 5.41 

FRIENDLY 15.72 3.66 

COMMUNICATOR IM. 19.06 4.91 

24.33 4.31 

22.67 5.73 

24.83 5.28 

19.83 5.22 

15.22 4.82 

16.56 4.03 

15.44 4.16 

18.28 5.89 

16.06 3.15 

18.33 5.18 

0 .06 

0.78 

0 .61 

0.44 

2.11 

-0.28 

-1.72 

1.00 

-0.33 

0.72 

0.09 .928 

0.97 .346 

0.66 .516 

0.60 .559 

3.17 

1.33 

.006* 

-0.44 .662 

-2.38 .029* 

1.17 .259 

-0.58 .571 

.200 

Note: OBS1 • First observation 
OBS2 * Second observation 

* p<.05 
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found for group membership (high/low apprehensive), teaching 

level (elementary/secondary) and interaction between group 

membership and teaching level (see Table IX). A 

posteriori contrasts for the Group context, using Tukey's 

Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) formula, revealed that 

a value equal to or greater than 8.45 would indicate 

significant mean differences (p».05). Three pairs of means 

reached the significance level: elementary high/elementary 

low (mean difference»13.70); elementary high/secondary low 

(mean difference»11.40); elementary low/secondary high (mean 

difference»8.70). Because of significant differences in 

apprehension level (F-267.993; p-0.000), elementary and 

secondary preservice teacher education students (F-5.353; 

p-0.024) and the interaction factor (F-35.823; p-0.000), the 

null hypothesis is rejected for the group context. 

Table X summarizes the ANOVA for the Class context of 

the Personal Report of Oommunxcation Apprehension~24. For 

the Class context, there were significant differences 

between high and low apprehensives (F-78.827; p-0.000). No 

signifleant differences were found between elementary and 

secondary preservice teacher education students or the 

interaction of teaching level and apprehension level. For 

the Class context, the hypothesis may be retained. Because 

the analysis revealed only significant differences between 

groups (high/low apprehension level), a posteriori 

contrast testing was not necessary. 
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TABLE IX 
SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR THE PERSONAL 

REPORT OF COMMUNICATION APPREHENSI0N-24; GROUP CONTEXT 

SOURCE OF SUM OF MEAN 
VARIATION SQUARES DF SQUARE F P 

RESIDUAL 301 *829 55 5. 488 

GROUP 1470 .692 1 1470. 692 267 .993 .000* 

TEACHING LEVEL 29 .378 1 29. 378 5 .353 .024* 

GROUP BY 
TEACHING LEVEL 196 .588 1 196. 588 35 .823 .000* 

TOTAL 

* «/ 

2006 .102 58 34. 588 

TABLE X 
SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR THE PERSONAL 

REPORT OF COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION—24: CLASS CONTEXT 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES DF 

MEAN 
SQUARE 

RESIDUAL 193.348 55 3.515 

GROUP 277.109 1 277.109 78.827 .000* 

TEACHING LEVEL 0.567 1 0.576 0.164 .687 

GROUP BY 
TEACHING LEVEL 4.381 1 4.381 1.246 .269 

TOTAL 

* A* 

475.932 58 8.206 
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The absence of variance for the Dyadic context 

precluded the analysis of this context. Therefore, no ANOVA 

was computed since the results from significance testing 

would be meaningless. 

For the Public Speaking context (Table XI) results of 

the ANOVA revealed a significant difference between high and 

low communication apprehensive students, but not between 

elementary and secondary preservice teacher education 

students. No significant interaction effect was found. The 

Hypothesis may be retained for the Public Speaking context. 

The ANOVA for the Total generalized context (Table XII) 

revealed significant differences between high and low 

communication apprehensives (F-626.420; p«=.000), elementary 

and secondary preservice teacher education students 

(F«375.187; p=.027), and for the interaction of group 

membership and teaching level (F-35.642; p-.OOO). A 

posteriori contrasts found significant differences between 

^ollowing pairs of means ( H S D • 9.65); elementary 

high/elementary low (mean difference=21.64); elementary 

high/secondary low (mean difference-19.00); elementary 

low/secondary high (mean difference-15.97 ) ; secondary 

high/secondary low (mean difference>13.33). The null 

hypothesis is rejected for Total generalized context scores 

on the Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24. 

Hypothesis Two. To test the hypothesis an analysis 
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TABLE XI 
SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR THE PERSONAL 

REPORT OF COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION-24: PUBLIC SPEAKING CONTEXT 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES DF 

MEAN 
SQUARE F P 

RESIDUAL 120.428 55 2.186 

GROUP 179.437 1 179.437 82.073 .000* 

TEACHING LEVEL 0.881 1 0.881 0.403 .528 

GROUP BY 
TEACHING LEVEL 1.930 1 1.930 0.883 .352 

TOTAL 

* n«c 

302.983 58 5.224 

TABLE XII 
SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR THE PERSONAL 

REPORT OF COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION-24: TOTAL GENERALIZED CONTEXT 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES DF 

MEAN 
SQUARE F P 

RESIDUAL 392.548 55 7.137 

GROUP 4470.903 1 4470.903 626.420 .000* 

TEACHING LEVEL 37.024 1 37.024 5.187 .027* 

GROUP BY 
TEACHING LEVEL 254.388 1 254.388 35.642 .000* 

TOTAL 

A f\ti 

5170.237 58 89.142 
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of covariance (ANCOVA) was computed. Hypothesis Two 

determined whether significant differences existed between 

levels of oral communication apprehension on the pre- and 

posttest administration of the Personal Report of 

Communication Apprehension-24. Covariance analysis adjusts 

for effects on the pretest measure. Tables XIX - XXII (see 

Append ix, pp. 123-124) report the results for the ANCOVA on 

the Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24. 

There were no significant differences found for any of 

the contexts on the Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension-24. These results indicate that the two 

groups, after adjusting for the pretest measure, are 

equivalent. In other words, it would be impossible to 

differentiate between a subject who was classified as high 

or low apprehensive. The results of significance testing 

indicate that the null hypothesis should be retained. 

Hypothesis Three. Table XIII records the results of 

significance testing for Hypothesis Three. Ten dependent 

sample t-tests were computed to determine if significant 

differences existed between high and low communication 

apprehensive subjects on the self-reported Communicator 

Style Measure. Eight of the ten subconstruets showed 

significant differences: Dominant (0.004), Dramatic 

(0.017), Animated (0.022), Impression-Leaving (0.024), 

Relaxed (0.000), Open (0.043), Friendly (0.017) and 

Communicator Image (0.008). A one—tailed test of 
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TABLE XIII 
T-TEST OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN HIGH AND LOW COMMUNICATION 
APPREHENSIVE SUBJECTS ON THE COMMUNICATOR STYLE MEASURE 

GROUP 

CRITERION 
SUBCONSTRUCT 

HIGH (N»=30) 
M SD 

LOW (N*29) 
M SD 

DOMINANT 20.96 4.73 17.41 5.07 2.78 .004* 

DRAMATIC 19.27 4.62 16.55 4.29 2.34 .017* 

CONTENTIOUS 21.87 4.63 19.79 5.45 1.58 .060 

ANIMATED 16.73 4.30 14.48 4.10 2.06 .022* 

IMPRESSION-LEAVING 17.70 4.09 15.48 1.40 2.01 .024* 

RELAXED 21.43 2.89 17.17 2.66 5.89 .000* 

ATTENTIVE 16.40 2.22 15.41 3.38 1.32 .096 

OPEN 20.30 5.02 18.07 4.80 1.74 .043* 

FRIENDLY 16.97 2.82 15.21 3.43 2.16 .017* 

COMMUNICATOR IMAGE 

* n<T _ O^ 

21.90 4.74 18.45 5.95 2.47 .008* 
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significance was determined appropriate since the alternate 

to the null hypothesis states: the mean subconstruct scores 

of high apprehensive subjects are greater than the mean 

subconstruct scores of low apprehensive subjects# Since 80 

percent of the subconstruct scores of high apprehensive 

subjects were greater than low apprehensive subjects, the 

null hypothesis is rejected and the alternate to the null 

hypothesis is retained* 

Hypothesis Four* Hypothesis Four stated that no 

significant differences wouId exist between the mean 

self-reported subconstruct scores and the mean observed 

subconstruct scores on the Communicator Style Measure for 

high and low apprehensive preservice teacher education 

student s. 

Table XIV reports the results of significance testing 

for differences between self-reported communicator style and 

observed communicator style by the public school cooperating 

teachers for high level communication apprehensive subjects. 

Seven of the subconstructs showed significant differences: 

Contentious (0.046), Impression-Leaving (0*027), Relaxed 

(0.001), Attentive (0.051), Open (0.002), Friendly (0.000) 

and Communicator Image (0.021). Scores of observers were 

significantly lower than scores reported by the preservice 

teachers. On all subconstructs, the public school 

cooperating teachers viewed the student teachers more 
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TABLE XIV 
T-TEST OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SELF-REPORTED AND COMMUNICATOR STYLE 

OBSERVED BY PUBLIC SCHOOL COOPERATING TEACHERS 
FOR HIGH LEVEL COMMUNICATION APPREHENSIVE SUBJECTS 

N-29 

CRITERION SELF OBS MEAN 
SUBCONSTRUCT M SD M SD DIFFERENCE t P 

DOMINANT 20.96 4.73 17.50 9.73 3.47 1.73 .093 

DRAMATIC 19.27 4.62 17.43 9.56 1.83 1.01 .321 

CONTENTIOUS 21.87 4.63 17.80 9.65 4.07 2.08 .046* 

ANIMATED 16.73 4.30 15.72 8.94 1.02 0.62 .540 

IMPRESSION-LV. 17.70 4.09 13.65 7.60 4.05 2.32 .027* 

RELAXED 21.43 2.89 14.73 8.88 6.70 3.89 .001* 

ATTENTIVE 16.40 2.22 13.45 7.79 2.95 2.04 .051* 

OPEN 20.30 5.02 14.45 8.18 5.85 3.49 .002* 

FRIENDLY 16.97 2.82 7.80 7.26 9.17 6.74 .000* 

COMMUNICATOR IM. 21.90 4.74 17.22 9.67 4.68 2.45 .021* 

Note: SELF • Self-Reported Communicator Style 
OBS • Observed Communicator Style 

* p<.05 
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positively than the student teachers viewed themselves, 

although both groups were "undecided" about the Contentious 

and the Communicator Image subconstructs. Hypothesis Four 

should be rejected for high level communication apprehensive 

subjects observed by their public school cooperating 

teachers * 

Differences between self-reported communicator style 

and observed communicator style by the university 

supervising teachers for high level communication 

apprehensive subjects are reported in Table XV. All 

subconstructs showed highly significant differences# 

University supervisors 1 scores were significantly lower than 

scores reported by the preservice teacher education 

students* In seven subconstruet areas » student teachers 

were "undecided" about their communicator style# University 

supervising teachers, however, rated the student teacher 

strongly in those same areas# Hypothesis Four should be 

rejected for high apprehensive students observed by the 

university supervising teachers. 

The t-test of differences between self-reported and 

communicator style observed by public school cooperating 

teachers for low level apprehensive subjects is reported in 

Table XVI. Only one subconstruct reached the significance 

level required to reject the hypothesis (Dramatic 

subconstruct: t» -2.05; p«0.050). Scores of university 

supervisors and preservice teacher education students were 
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TABLE XV 
T-TEST OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SELF-REPORTED AND COMMUNICATOR STYLE 

OBSERVED BY UNIVERSITY SUPERVISING TEACHERS FOR HIGH LEVEL 
COMMUNICATION APPREHENSIVE SUBJECTS 

N-29 

CRITERION SELF OBS MEAN 
SUBCONSTRUCT M SD M SD DIFFERENCE t P 

DOMINANT 20.96 4.73 11.87 10.69 9.10 4.17 .000* 

DRAMATIC 19.27 4.62 11.95 10.65 7.32 3.70 .001* 

CONTENTIOUS 21.87 4.63 13.15 11.95 8.72 3.76 .001* 

ANIMATED 16.73 4.30 10.78 9.62 5.95 3.23 .003* 

IMPRESS ION-1LV. 17.70 4.09 9.60 8.74 8.10 4.34 .000* 

RELAXED 21.43 2.89 9.05 8.46 12.38 7.79 .000* 

ATTENTIVE 16.40 2.22 8.68 7.88 7.72 4.90 .000* 

OPEN 20.30 5.02 10.42 9.49 9.88 5.59 .000* 

FRIENDLY 16.97 2.82 7.80 7.26 9.17 6.74 .000* 

COMMUNICATOR IM. 21.90 4.74 10.48 9.31 11.42 6.05 .000* 

Note; SELF * Self-Reported Communicator Style 
OBS « Observed Communicator Style 

* p<.05 
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TABLE XVI 
T-TEST OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SELF-REPORTED AND COMMUNICATOR STYLE 

OBSERVED BY PUBLIC SCHOOL COOPERATING TEACHERS 
FOR LOW LEVEL COMMUNICATION APPREHENSIVE SUBJECTS 

N»30 

CRITERION 
SUBCONSTRUCT 

SELF 
M SD 

OBS 
M SD 

MEAN 
DIFFERENCE 

DOMINANT 

DRAMATIC 

CONTENTIOUS 

ANIMATED 

IMPRES SION-LV. 

RELAXED 

ATTENTIVE 

OPEN 

FRIENDLY 

COMMUNICATOR IM. 

17.41 5.08 

16.35 4.29 

19.79 5.45 

14.48 4.10 

15.48 4.40 

17.17 2.66 

15.41 3.38 

18.07 4.80 

15.21 3.43 

18.45 5.95 

18.63 7.79 

19.34 7.76 

19.48 7.68 

16.76 6.87 

15.29 6.84 

16.52 7.04 

13.86 6.01 

16.55 6.91 

13.84 5.66 

17.48 7.67 

- 1 . 2 2 

-2.79 

0.31 

- 2 . 2 8 

0.19 

0.66 

1.55 

1.52 

1.36 

0.97 

-0.77 

-2.05 

0.21 

-1.79 

0.13 

0.44 

1.26 

0.89 

1.21 

0.51 

.445 

.050* 

.838 

.084 

.898 

.664 

.219 

.381 

.238 

*614 

Note: SELF • Self-Reported Communicator Style 
OBS « Observed Communicator Style 

* p<.05 
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approximately equal (mean difference range* -2.79 - 1.55). 

On three subconstructs, Dominant, Dramatic and Animated, 

university supervisors' scores were higher than scores of 

preservice teacher education students. For low level 

apprehensive preservice teacher education students observed 

by their public school cooperating teachers, Hypothesis Four 

should be retained. 

Six subconstructs showed significant differences for 

low level communication apprehensive preservice teacher 

education students observed by the university supervisors 

(see Table XVII). The subconstructs which indicated 

significant differences were: Impression-Leaving (t-2.71; 

p«0.011); Relaxed (t»3.45; p»0.002); Attentive (t"3.63; 

p<-0.001); Open (t = 2.65; p«=0.007); Friendly (t = 2.89; 

p-0.007); and Communicator Image (t-2.86; p«0.008). 

Hypothesis Four should be rejected for low level 

apprehensive subjects observed by university supervisors. 

Hypothesis Five. Hypothesis Five stated that no 

significant differences would exist between first and second 

observations of the university superivising teacher and the 

first and second observations of the public school 

cooperating teachers for preservice teacher education 

students with different levels of oral communication 

apprehension. In order to test the hypothesis, a multiple 

analysis of variance (MANOVA) with repeated measures design 

was employed. Each subconstruct of the Communicator style 
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TABLE XVII 
T-TEST OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SELF-REPORTED AND COMMUNICATOR STYLE 

OBSERVED BY UNIVERSITY SUPERVISING TEACHERS 
FOR LOW LEVEL COMMUNICATION APPREHENSIVE SUBJECTS 

N«30 

CRITERION 
SUBCONSTRUCT 

SELF 
M SD 

OBS 
M SD 

MEAN 
DIFFERENCE 

DOMINANT 17,41 5.08 16.40 11.51 

C
M
 

o
 • 0.41 .683 

DRAMATIC 16*55 4.29 15.41 11.12 1.14 0.55 .588 

CONTENTIOUS 19.79 5.45 16.83 11.79 2.97 1.26 .218 

ANIMATED 14.48 4.10 13.38 9.60 1.10 0.62 .537 

IMPRESSION-LV. 15.48 4.40 11.05 8.09 4.43 2.71 .011* 

RELAXED 17.17 2.66 11.12 8.04 6.05 3.45 .002* 

ATTENTIVE 15.41 3.38 9.84 7.05 5.57 3.63 .001* 

OPEN 18.07 4.80 12.64 9.41 5.43 2.65 .007* 

FRIENDLY 15.21 3.43 10.71 7.54 4.50 2.89 .007* 

COMMUNICATOR IM. 18.45 5.95 12.64 9.21 5.81 2.86 .008* 

* p<.05 
OBS » Observed Communicator Style 

'** - . H > H 
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Measure was analyzed and the results are reported in Tables 

XXIII - XXXII in the Appendix, 

For the Dominant subconstruct (see Table XXIII, p. 125) 

significant differences were found for the interaction of 

teacher and observation (F»6.313; p»0.018)» teacher within 

group (F = 5.111; p = 0.0 3 2) and observation within group 

(F«4.461; p«0. 044 ). The following mean pairs were 

determined significant (HSD«2.01): 

H/UST1 - L/UST2 - 2.16 

L/UST1 - L/PCT1 * 2.11 

L/UST1 - L/PCT2 - 2.05 

H/UST1 - L/PCT2 » 3.25 

L/UST2 - L/PCT1 « 3.72 

L/UST2 - L/PCT2 - 3.66 

L/PCT1 - H/PCT2 « 2.06 

where> 

H » high communication apprehensive 

L « low communication apprehensive 

UST » university supervising teacher 

PCT = public school cooperating teacher 

1 » first observation 

2 • second observation 

For the Dominant subconstruct, the null hypothesis should be 

rejected since significant differences in observations and 

interaction factors were found. 

Table XXIV (Appendix, p. 126) reports the results of 
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the MANOVA for the Dramatic subconst ruc t. A significant 

difference was found in observation within groups (F«5.713; 

p»0.024). Tukey 1s HSD (HSD®2.56) found the following 

pai rwi se comparisons significant: 

H/UST1 - H/UST2 = 2.58 

L/UST1 - H/UST2 « 2.94 

Hypothesis Five should be rejected for the Dramatic 

subcons t rue t since significant differences exist between 

observations^. 

The MANOVA results for the Contentious subconstruct are 

reported in Table XXV (see Append ix» p. 127). The teacher 

within group factor attained significance ( F»10.153; 

p*0.004). A posteriori contrasts found the following 

pairs of means to be significant beyond the HSD value of 

2.95: 

H/UST2 - H/PCT1 - 3.91 

H/UST2 - H/PCT2 = 4.16 

H/UST2 - L/PCT1 - 3.77 

H/UST2 - L/UST1 - 3.16 

H/PCT1 - L/UST1 - 3.19 

H/PCT1 - L/UST2 - 3.44 

L/UST2 - L/PCT1 « 3.05 

Since a difference in teachers within groups attained 

significance, the null hypothesis should be rejected for the 

Contentious subconstruct. 

Table XXVI (Appendix, p. 128) reports results of the 
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MANOVA for the Animated subconstruct. No significant 

differences for within group factors or interaction were 

found. Hypothesis Five should, therefore, be retained for 

the Animated subconstruct. 

For the Impression-Leaving subconstruct (see Table 

XXVII, p. 129), significant differences were found for 

overall interaction (F-4.630; p«0.040), and for the 

observation within group factor (F-4.147; p-0.051). A 

posteriori contrasts (HSD-2.99) found the following mean 

pairs to be significant: 

H/UST1 - L/PCT2 * 3.61 

H/PCT2 - L/PCT2 - 3.78 

Data analysis indicates that the null hypothesis should be 

rejected since significant differences were found in the 

interaction of group, teacher, and observation, and in 

observation within groups. 

Significant differences were found for the teacher 

within-group factor on the Relaxed subconstruct (F=7.336; 

p"0.011) reported in Table XXVIII (see Appendix, p. 130). 

The HSD formula showed that a value greater than or equal to 

2.32 would indicate a significant mean difference in 

pairwise comparisons. The following mean pairs were found 

to be significant: 

H/UST1 - L/PCT1 » 2.47 

L/UST2 - L/PCT1 - 2.72 
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The significant differences in teacher within group 

observations indicate that Hypothesis Five should be 

rejected for the Relaxed subconstruct. 

Tab1e XXIX (see Appendix, p. 131) records the results 

of the MANOVA for the Attentive subconstruct. Significant 

differences were indicated for the group factor (F=6.023; 

P"0.021). A posteriori contrasts (HSD«2.58) indicated 

that the following mean pairs contributed to this 

signif icance: 

H/UST1 - H/PCT1 • 2.67 

H/UST1 - L/UST1 = 3.31 

H/UST1 - L/UST2 - 3.64 

H/UST1 - L/PCT1 - 5.03 

H/UST1 - L/PCT2 - 3.31 

H/UST2 - L/UST1 • 3.06 

H/UST2 - L/UST2 - 3.39 

H/UST2 - L/PCT1 - 4.78 

H/UST2 - L/PCT2 - 3.06 

H/PCT2 - L/PCT1 - 2.95 

The results of this analysis of the Attentive subconstruct 

indicate that the significant differences found within 

groups justifies the rejection of the null hypothesis. 

MANOVA results for the Friendly subconstruct are 

recorded in Table XXX (see Appendix, p. 132). Teacher and 

Group by Teacher showed significant differences (Teacher, 

F«5.989, p*0.021; Group by Teacher, F=13.30, p-0.001). 
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A posteriori contrasts revealed the following significant 

mean pairs (HSD«2.26): 

H/UST1 - H/PCT1 - 3.25 

H/UST1* - H/PCT2 - 3.66 

H/UST1 - L/UST1 - 2.47 

H/UST1 - L/UST2 - 2.58 

H/UST1 - L/PCT1 = 2.36 

H/UST2 - H/PCT1 - 4.92 

H/UST2 - H/PCT2 - 5.33 

H/UST2 - L/UST1 - 4.14 

H/UST2 - L/UST2 - 4.25 

H/UST2 - L/PCT1 • 4.03 

H/UST2 - L/PCT2 - 3.69 

Significant differences in teacher and group membership and 

teacher indicate rejection of the null hypothesis. 

The remaining subconstructs, Open and Communicator 

Image (Tables XXXI and XXXII, pp. 133-134), indicate no 

significant differences on any factor or interaction. The 

null hypothesis is retained for these two subconstructs. 

Data.Analysis for Hypothesis Five indicated that three 

subconstructs (Animated, Open and Communicator Image) 

retained the null hypothesis. All other subconstructs 

rejected the null hypothesis, indicating a significant 

difference in the repeated measures. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purposes of this research were to determine the 

levels of oral communication apprehension of elementary and 

secondary preservice teacher education students and the 

changes in oral communication apprehension level from pre-

to post-student teaching experience. Also, the differences 

in communicator style and changes in communicator style were 

a major focus of the research. 

It was hypothesized that (1) no significant differences 

would exist between elementary and secondary preservice 

teacher education students identified as high and low 

communication apprehensive on subscore and total score means 

on the Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24, (2) 

no significant differences would exist between pre- and 

posttest subscore and total score means on the Personal 

Report of Communication Apprehension-24 for preservice 

teacher education students identified as high and low 

communication apprehensive, (3) no significant differences 

would exist between high and low communication 

apprehensives* self—reported scores on the Communicator 

Style Measure, (4) no significant differences would exist 

between high and low apprehensive subjects* self-reported 

109 
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scores on the Communicator Style Measure and communicator 

style observed by the university supervising teacher and the 

public school cooperating teacher, and (5) no significant 

differences would exist between first and second 

observations of communicator style by university supervising 

teachers and public school cooperating teachers for high and 

low level communication apprehensive preservice teacher 

education students. 

Thirty secondary and twenty-nine elementary (N»59) 

preservice teacher education students participated in the 

research. Additionally, the university supervisors and 

public school cooperating teachers responsible for 

supervising the preservice teachers participated in the 

study. The Personal Report of Communication Apprehension-24 

and the Communicator Style Measure were administered to each 

subject before student teaching. At the beginning and at 

the end of the student teaching experience, university 

supervisors and public school cooperating teachers completed 

an observation measure, the Communicator Style 

Measure/Modified. At the conclusion of the student teaching 

experience, subjects completed the Personal Report of 

Communication Apprehension-24 which they returned by mail to 

the researcher. These data were then subjected to 

statistical analyses. 

Dependent sample t-tests, analysis of variance 

(ANOVA), analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) and multiple 
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analysis of variance (MANOVA) with repeated measures (Nie & 

Hull, 1981; SPSS Inc., 1983) were used to test the data. A 

probability level of .05 was established as the level of 

signi f icance. 

Findings 

The ANOVA for the Group context on the Personal Report 

of Communication Apprehension-24 indicated that there were 

significant differences between elementary and secondary 

preservice teacher education students. Elementary 

preservice teacher education students are more apprehensive 

in Group contexts than are secondary students. Analyses 

indicated no significant differences between the levels of 

student teachers for Class context, Dyadic contexts or 

Public Speaking contexts; for the Total score, significant 

differences were found between elementary and secondary 

student teachers. These findings support previous research 

which has indicated that elementary teachers are more 

communication apprehensive than secondary teachers. For low 

level apprehensives, pretest scores on the Dyadic and Public 

Speaking context fall within the "undecided" range on the 

Likert—type scale. Low apprehensives' scores on the Group 

context indicated that they "strongly agreed" with positive 

statements about communication within a group setting. In 

Class contexts, low apprehensives "agreed" with positive 

statements concerning communication in a classroom 
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setting. All pretest generalized-contexts for high 

apprehensives indicated that students were "undecided" about 

communication in all contexts. 

The results of the ANCOVA indicated that no significant 

differences existed between high and low level apprehensive 

students when the pretest was covaried. This is an 

important consideration and leads to a questioning of sample 

selection. If the sample had yielded significant 

differences on mean scores, it would be possible to 

interpret the results as an indication that high and low 

apprehensives were drawn from two different populations. 

The ANCOVA analysis, however, indicated that the sample was 

drawn from the same population. Population testing did not 

yield scores which were identifiable, according to 

traditional selection procedures (McCroskey* 1982), as high 

or low communication apprehensive. Rather, the sample was 

selected on the basis of extreme scores. It appears that 

the sample fell within the mid-range (plus or minus one 

standard deviation) of definite "high" and "low" 

apprehensiveness. No studies have explored mid-range 

communication apprehensive subjects. Inspection of post test 

generalized-context and total scores on the Personal Report 

of Communication Apprehension-24 show that high 

apprehensives remained highly apprehensive and identified 

low apprehensive® became highly apprehensive. In one case, 

the Group context, low apprehensives* scores were higher 
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than high apprehensives 1 scores on the posttest measure. 

High apprehensive subjects' mean posttest Total scores 

decreased by .27, whereas low apprehensive subjects 1 mean 

posttest Total scores increased by 16*09. These results 

confirm previous research findings which indicate that 

communication apprehension is not a stable trait. From the 

perspective of this research, it appears that communication 

apprehension is, in large part, determined by the 

communication situation. This is especially true for low 

apprehensives who, although they do not report any initial 

apprehension, may become communication apprehensive when 

placed in unfamiliar communication situations. In this 

respect, the student—teaching experience may be especially 

problematic. Preservice teachers must quickly adjust to an 

unfamiliar and extremely complex situation. This adjustment 

may take the form of increased apprehension, especially in 

communicating with students and supervisory personnel. 

Eight of the ten dependent sample t-tests revealed 

significant differences between high and low communication 

apprehensive subjects on the subconstruets of the 

Communicator Style Measure. A one-tailed test of 

significance was used to test the alternate hypothesis that 

the mean scores of high apprehensives would be significantly 

greater than the mean scores of low apprehensives. 

There were significant differences between 

self-reported communicator style and communicator style 

ift 
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observed by both the university supervisor and public school 

cooperating teacher for low level apprehensive student 

teachers. High level apprehensive student teachers' 

self-reported scores were significantly different from the 

public school cooperating teacher on the Dramatic 

subconstruct only. Six subconstructs showed significant 

differences between self-reported scores and observations by 

the university supervising teachers. 

MANOVA results indicated that significant differences 

existed between first and second observations of 

communicator style by university supervising teachers and 

public school cooperating teachers. Generally, observations 

by university supervisors were more favorable toward the 

student teacher than observations by the public school 

cooperating teachers. University supervisors are 

responsible for evaluating the preservice teacher in many 

areas. Evaluations are based, most often, on brief weekly 

observations of the performance of the student teacher and 

conferences with the public school cooperating teacher. 

Positive evaluation of communication performance may reflect 

an effort by the university supervisor to provide 

encouragement to the preservice teacher who is experiencing 

difficulty in the classroom communication situation. 

Communicator style and communication apprehension may be 

secondary considerations for the university supervisor, 

especially if evaluation is primarily geared to subject 
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matter competence* University supervisors must be trained 

to recognize the communication apprehensive preservice 

teacher and the effects of communication apprehension on 

communicator style. 

Conelus ions 

Based on the findings of this study, the following 

conclusions appear to be warranted; 

1. Elementary preservice teacher education students 

are more communication apprehensive than secondary 

preservice teacher education students, especially 

in Group context situations* 

2. Additional instrumentation to measure communication 

apprehension and communicator style need to be 

developed * 

3. Experience in varied communication situations must 

be provided for the preservice teacher education 

student. 

4* High apprehensive preservice teacher education 

students must be identified and a program to 

alleviate communication apprehension and help the 

high apprehensive student to cope with 

communication problems should be an integral part 

of preprofessional training programs. 

5* Low level communication apprehensive preservice 

teacher education students tend to underrate their 
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communicator style as compared to observed 

communicator style. 

6. Observations of high apprehensive preservice teacher 

education students by university supervising 

teachers and public school cooperating teachers, 

when considered separately, are stable. 

7. Observations of low apprehensive preservice teacher 

education students by university supervising 

teachers and public school cooperating teachers, 

when considered separately, are stable. 

8. University supervisors rate both high and low 

apprehensive preservice teacher education* students 

more favorably than do public school cooperating 

teachers. 

Implications 

Several implications for teacher educators and for 

those who develop preservice and in-service programs for 

teachers are evident from this research. Recent research on 

beginning teachers indicates that special problems are 

inherent in the first years of teaching. (For a review of 

beginning teacher research, see Veenman, 1984). 

Communication apprehension may compound these problems, 

especially for the preservice teacher. Student teachers are 
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faced with what Doyle (1977a; 1977b) terms the 

"multidiraensionality'1 of the classroom environment. Teacher 

educators, those responsible for preprofessional training, 

must prepare students to face the challenges of a complex 

classroom environment through intensive study of classroom 

processes, and extended experiences in laboratory and field 

settings* Teacher educators, when trained to recognize 

communication problems, can offer assistance to individual 

student teachers by structuring classroom activities, 

laboratory experiences and preservice programs designed to 

alleviate these problems. 

Although caution must be exercised in generalizing the 

results of this research, it appears that some variables are 

in operation during the student teaching experience which 

may cause those who are not apprehensive about communication 

to become apprehensive. Inexperience in daily and long-range 

planning, meeting the constant demands of classroom 

management, decision-making, grouping students for 

instruction, matching student learning styles and teaching 

style, and determining the expectations of supervisory 

personnel are but a few of the variables which deserve 

consideration. 

Teacher educators cannot expect those low apprehensive 

students to have fewer communication problems in the 

classroom* For those who propose models of teacher training 

(see, for example, Smith, 1980) and in-service training, an 
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Integral part of these programs should be a focus on 

classroom communication skills• 

Recommendations for Future Study 

This research focused on the differences between the 

level of oral communication apprehension and communicator 

style of preservice teacher education students. On the 

basis of the findings, conclusions and implications of this 

research, the following types of studies are recommended: 

1) to determine the effects of matching or mismatching 

preservice teacher education students and public 

school cooperating teachers and university 

supervising teachers on levels of oral 

communication apprehension. 

2) to determine the effects of matching or mismatching 

preservice teacher education students and public 

school cooperating teachers and university 

supervising teachers on communicator style. 

3) to determine if significant differences in 

levels of communication apprehension and 

communicator style exist among secondary preservice 

teacher education students in different teaching 

fields* 

4) to determine variables which affect changes in pre-

to post-student-teaching apprehension levels 
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of preservice teacher education students* 

5) to determine whether apprehension level or 

communicator style is a major factor in beginning 

teacher attrition rates, 

6) to determine whether preservice professional 

programs have an effect on the communication 

apprehension level or communicator style of 

preservice teacher education students. 

7) to determine the model on which decisions about 

classroom communicator style of preservice teacher 

education students are made by public school 

cooperating teachers or university supervisors. 
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TABLE XVIII 
T-TEST OF OBSERVATIONS OF COMMUNICATOR STYLE BY 
PUBLIC SCHOOL COOPERATING TEACHERS FOR HIGH LEVEL 

COMMUNICATION APPREHENSIVE SUBJECTS 

N»13 

122 

CRITERION 
SUBCONSTRUCT 

OBS1 
M SD 

OBS2 
M SD 

MEAN 
DIFFERENCE 

DOMINANT 

DRAMATIC 

CONTENTIOUS 

ANIMATED 

IMPRESSION-LV. 

RELAXED 

ATTENTIVE 

OPEN 

FRIENDLY 

COMMUNICATOR IM. 

22.38 4.17 

22.85 2.70 

25.00 4.12 

21.00 2.68 

17.08 2.75 

16.69 4.59 

16.23 2.92 

20.38 4.52 

14.92 3.75 

18.92 2.52 

22.08 

22.31 

25.23 

19.69 

18.69 

16.84 

16.77 

18.77 

14.54 

19.23 

3.77 

3.17 

4.49 

2.81 

6.20 

5.49 

3.52 

4.07 

4.57 

4.82 

0.31 

0.54 

-0.23 

1.31 

- 1 . 6 2 

-0.15 

-0.54 

1.62 

0.38 

-0.31 

0.55 

0.64 

-0.19 

1.43 

-1.17 

-0.22 

-0.51 

1.60 

0.31 

-0.25 

.592 

.536 

.853 

.179 

.266 

.829 

.621 

.136 

.760 

.805 

Note; OBS1 * First observation 
OBS2 = Second observation 
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TABLE XIX 
SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE TABLE FOR THE PERSONAL 

REPORT OF COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION-24; GROUP CONTEXT 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES DF 

MEAN 
SQUARE 

RESIDUAL 

COVARIATE 

GROUP 

TOTAL 

55.993 

0.257 

4.189 

60.439 

38 

1 

1 

40 

1.511 

0.257 

4.189 

1.511 

0.174 

2.843 

.679 

.100 

TABLE XX 
SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE TABLE FOR THE PERSONAL 

REPORT OF COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION-24; CLASS CONTEXT 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES DF 

MEAN 
SQUARE 

RESIDUAL 

COVARIATE 

GROUP 

TOTAL 

110.244 

0.043 

0.015 

110.244 

38 

1 

1 

40 

2.900 

0.043 

0.015 

2.756 

0.115 

0.005 

.904 

.942 
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TABLE XXI 
SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE TABLE FOR THE PERSONAL 

REPORT OF COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION-24; PUBLIC SPEAKING CONTEXT 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES DF 

MEAN 
SQUARE 

RESIDUAL 

COVARIATE 

GROUP 

TOTAL 

130.276 

2.803 

12.725 

145.805 

38 

1 

1 

40 

3.428 

2.803 

12.725 

3.645 

0.818 

3.712 

.372 

.062 

TABLE XXII 
SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE TABLE FOR THE PERSONAL 

REPORT OF COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION-24: TOTAL SCORES 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES DF 

MEAN 
SQUARE 

RESIDUAL 

COVARIATE 

GROUP 

TOTAL 

545.024 

10.079 

2.117 

557.270 

38 

1 

1 

40 

14.343 

10.079 

2.117 

13.930 

0.703 

0.148 

.407 

.703 



TABLE XXIII 
SUMMARY MULTIPLE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 

OF COMMUNICATOR STYLE FOR REPEATED OBSERVATIONS 
BY LEVEL OF ORAL COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION: 

DOMINANT SUBCONSTRUCT 

125 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES DF 

MEAN 
SQUARE F 

RESIDUAL 

CONSTANT 

TEACHER BY 
OBSERVATION 

GROUP BY TEACHER 
BY OBSERVATION 

74*840 

61517.408 

16.875 

0.035 

28 2.673 

1 61517.408 1281.870 

1 

1 

16.875 

0.035 

6.313 

0.013 

0.0 

. 0 1 8 * 

.910 

WITHIN GROUP 

GROUP 

1343.729 

13.613 

28 

1 

47.990 

13.613 0.284 .599 

WITHIN GROUP 625.007 28 22.322 

TEACHER 114.075 1 114.075 

GROUP BY TEACHER 39.688 1 39.688 

5.111 

1.777 

.032* 

.193 

WITHIN GROUP 

OBSERVATION 

GROUP BY 
OBSERVATION 

158.229 

25.208 

0.313 

28 

1 

1 

5.651 

25.208 

0.313 

4.461 

0.055 

• 044* 

.816 

* p<.05 



TABLE XXIV 
SUMMARY MULTIPLE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 

OF COMMUNICATOR STYLE FOR REPEATED OBSERVATIONS 
BY LEVEL OF ORAL COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION: 

DRAMATIC SUBCONSTRUCT 

126 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES DF 

MEAN 
SQUARE F P 

RESIDUAL 154.403 28 5.514 

CONSTANT 61608.008 1 61608.008 1744.088 0.0 

TEACHER BY 
OBSERVATION 18.408 1 18.408 3.338 .078 

GROUP BY TEACHER 
BY OBSERVATION 0.939 1 0.939 0.170 .683 

WITHIN GROUP 989.069 28 35.324 

GROUP 4.672 1 4.672 0.132 .719 

WITHIN GROUP 463.653 28 16.559 

TEACHER 12.675 1 12.675 0.765 .389 

GROUP BY TEACHER 1.422 1 1.422 0.086 .772 

WITHIN GROUP 323.542 28 11.555 

OBSERVATION 66.008 1 66.008 5.713 .024* 

GROUP BY 
OBSERVATION 0.200 1 0.200 0.017 .896 

* p<.05 



TABLE XXV 
SUMMARY MULTIPLE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 

OF COMMUNICATOR STYLE FOR REPEATED OBSERVATIONS 
BY LEVEL OF ORAL COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION: 

CONTENTIOUS SUBCONSTRUCT 

127 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES DF 

MEAN 
SQUARE F P 

RESIDUAL 208.611 28 7.450 

CONSTANT 66832.300 1 66832.300 2600.853 

o
 • 

o
 

TEACHER BY 
OBSERVATION 2.700 1 2.700 0.362 .552 

GROUP BY TEACHER 
BY OBSERVATION 5.689 1 5.689 0.764 .390 

WITHIN GROUP 741.028 28 26.465 

GROUP 0.672 1 0.672 0.025 .875 

WITHIN GROUP 664.167 28 23.720 

TEACHER 240.833 1 240.833 10.153 .004* 

GROUP BY TEACHER 5.000 1 5.000 0.211 .650 

WITHIN GROUP 251.361 28 8.977 

OBSERVATION 9.633 1 9.633 1.073 .309 

GROUP BY 
OBSERVATION 0.006 1 0.006 0.001 .980 

* p<. 05 



TABLE XXVI 
SUMMARY MULTIPLE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 

OF COMMUNICATOR STYLE FOR REPEATED OBSERVATIONS 
BY LEVEL OF ORAL COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION: 

ANIMATED SUBCONSTRUCT 

128 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES DF 

MEAN 
SQUARE F P 

RESIDUAL 115-965 28 4.142 

CONSTANT 44776.133 1 44776.133 1941.224 o
 

• o
 

TEACHER BY 
OBSERVATION 0.133 1 0.133 0.032 .859 

GROUP BY TEACHER 
BY OBSERVATION 3.901 1 3.901 0.942 .340 

WITHIN GROUP 717.965 28 25.642 

GROUP 53.901 1 53.901 2.102 .158 

WITHIN GROUP 334.965 28 11.963 

TEACHER 0.300 1 0.300 0.025 .875 

GROUP BY TEACHER 14.735 1 14.735 1.232 .277 

WITHIN GROUP 243.299 28 8.689 

OBSERVATION 24.300 1 24.300 2.797 .106 

GROUP BY 
OBSERVATION 0.401 1 0.401 0.046 .831 



TABLE XXVII 
SUMMARY MULTIPLE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 

OF COMMUNICATOR STYLE FOR REPEATED OBSERVATIONS 
BY LEVEL OF ORAL COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION: 

IMPRESSION-LEAVING SUBCONSTRUCT 

129 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES 

MEAN 
DF SQUARE 

RESIDUAL 

CONSTANT 

TEACHER BY 
OBSERVATION 

GROUP BY TEACHER 
BY OBSERVATION 

209 * 694 

35569.633 

2.133 

34.672 

28 7.489 

1 35569.633 1180.229 

1 2.133 

34.672 

0.285 

4.630 

0.0 

.598 

.040* 

WITHIN GROUP 

GROUP 

843.861 

66.006 

28 

1 

30.138 

66.006 2.190 150 

WITHIN GROUP 968.500 28 34.589 

TEACHER 4.800 1 4.800 

GROUP BY TEACHER 3.200 1 3.200 

0.139 

0.093 

• 712 

• 763 

WITHIN GROUP 

OBSERVATION 

GROUP BY 
OBSERVATION 

140.667 

20.833 

20.000 

28 

1 

5.024 

20.833 

20.000 

4.147 

3.981 

,051* 

.056 

* p<.05 



TABLE XXVIII 
SUMMARY MULTIPLE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 

OF COMMUNICATOR STYLE FOR REPEATED OBSERVATIONS 
BY LEVEL OF ORAL COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION: 

RELAXED SUBCONSTRUCT 

130 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES DF 

MEAN 
SQUARE . P 

RESIDUAL 

CONSTANT 

TEACHER BY 
OBSERVATION 

GROUP BY TEACHER 
BY OBSERVATION 

127.292 

36715.008 

0-408 

4-050 

28 4.546 

1 36715.008 

1 0.408 

4-050 

559.598 

0.090 

0.891 

0 .0 

.767 

.353 

WITHIN GROUP 

GROUP 

1837.069 

0.672 

28 

1 

65.610 

0.672 0.101 .920 

WITHIN GROUP 435.403 

TEACHER 114.075 

GROUP BY TEACHER 0.272 

28 15.550 

1 114.075 

1 0.272 

7.336 

0.018 

.011* 

.896 

WITHIN GROUP 

OBSERVATION 

GROUP BY 
OBSERVATION 

119.736 

3.675 

5.339 

28 

1 

4.276 

3.675 

5.339 

0.859 

1.248 

.362 

.273 

* p<.05 



TABLE XXIX 
SUMMARY MULTIPLE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 

OF COMMUNICATOR STYLE FOR REPEATED OBSERVATIONS 
BY LEVEL OF ORAL COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION: 

ATTENTIVE SUBCONSTRUCT 

131 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES DF 

MEAN 
SQUARE 

RESIDUAL 

CONSTANT 

TEACHER BY 
OBSERVATION 

GROUP BY TEACHER 
BY OBSERVATION 

156.153 

30560.208 

18*408 

2.689 

28 5.577 

1 30560.208 

1 18.408 

1 2.689 

968.077 

3.301 

0.482 

0.0 

.080 

>493 

WITHIN GROUP 

GROUP 

883.903 

190.139 

28 

1 

31.568 

190.139 6.023 . 0 2 1 * 

WITHIN GROUP 566.819 28 20.244 

TEACHER 52.008 I 52.008 

GROUP BY TEACHER 17.422 1 17.422 

2.569 

0 .860 

> 1 2 0 

• 361 

WITHIN GROUP 

OBSERVATION 

GROUP BY 
OBSERVATION 

286.236 

7.008 

2.006 

28 10.223 

1 7.008 

1 2 . 0 0 6 

0.686 

0.196 

,415 

.661 

* p<.05 



TABLE XtX 
SUMMARY MULTIPLE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 

OF COMMUNICATOR STYLE FOR REPEATED OBSERVATIONS 
BY LEVEL OF ORAL COMMUNICATION. APPREHENSION; 

FRIENDLY SUBCONSTRUCT 

132 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES 

MEAN 
DF SQUARE 

RESIDUAL 

CONSTANT 

TEACHER BY 
OBSERVATION 

121.340 

31266.408 

2.408 

GROUP BY TEACHER 
BY OBSERVATION 11.501 

28 4.334 

1 31266.408 1170.129 

1 2.408 

11.501 

0.566 

2.654 

0.0 

.462 

.114 

WITHIN GROUP 

GROUP 

748.174 

31.668 

28 

1 

26.720 

31.668 1.185 .286 

WITHIN GROUP 324.229 

TEACHER 69.008 

GROUP BY TEACHER 154.013 

28 11.580 

1 69.008 

1 154.013 

5.989 

13.300 

. 021* 

.001* 

WITHIN GROUP 

OBSERVATION 

GROUP BY 
OBSERVATION 

217.340 

3.008 

1.901 

28 217.340 

1 3.008 

1 1.901 

0.388 

0.245 

,539 

»625 

* p<.05 



TABLE XXXI 
SUMMARY MULTIPLE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 

OF COMMUNICATOR STYLE FOR REPEATED OBSERVATIONS 
BY LEVEL OF ORAL COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION; 

OPEN SUBCONSTRUCT 

133 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES DF 

MEAN 
SQUARE F P 

RESIDUAL 199.632 28 7.130 

CONSTANT 44083.333 1 44083.333 1253.952 o
 

• o 

TEACHER BY 
OBSERVATION 6.533 1 6.533 0.916 .347 

GROUP BY TEACHER 
BY OBSERVATION 1.355 1 1.355 0.187 .669 

WITHIN GROUP 984.354 28 35.156 

GROUP 37.813 1 37.813 1.076 .309 

WITHIN GROUP 909.132 28 32.469 

TEACHER 0.033 1 0.033 0.001 .975 

GROUP BY TEACHER 1.355 1 1.355 0.041 .841 

WITHIN GROUP 341.632 28 12.201 

OBSERVATION 20.833 1 20.833 1.707 .202 

GROUP BY 
OBSERVATION 10.035 1 10.035 0.822 .372 



TABLE XXXII 
SUMMARY MULTIPLE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE 

OF COMMUNICATOR STYLE FOR REPEATED OBSERVATIONS 
BY LEVEL OF ORAL COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION: 

COMMUNICATOR IMAGE SUBCONSTRUCT 

134 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION 

SUM OF 
SQUARES DF 

MEAN 
SQUARE 

RESIDUAL 

CONSTANT 

TEACHER BY 
OBSERVATION 

GROUP BY TEACHER 
BY OBSERVATION 

208.819 

46610* 208 

1.875 

0.556 

28 7.458 

1 46610.208 

1 1.875 

1 0.556 

977.725 

0.251 

0.074 

0 . 0 

.620 

.787 

WITHIN GROUP 

GROUP 

1334.819 

67.222 

28 

1 

47.672 

67.222 1.410 .245 

WITHIN GROUP 853.486 28 30.482 

TEACHER 102.675 1 102.675 

GROUP BY TEACHER 49.089 1 49.089 

3.368 

1.610 

• 077 

.215 

WITHIN GROUP 

OBSERVATION 

GROUP BY 
OBSERVATION 

274.819 

9.075 

4.356 

28 

1 

9.815 

9.075 

4.356 

0.925 

0.444 

.344 

.511 
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