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Abstract: Due to globalization, communicating with people from different background has 
become very common. As communication is vital to an organization’s success, this study finds 
what causes communication apprehension in employees of multinational organizations in 
Bangkok. The study was conducted through questionnaire survey and analyzed using SPSS.  

Perfectionism level in an individual was found to be the factor that affected 
communication apprehension level the most followed by fear of negative evaluation. 

Face protection orientation, social desirability and prior success had low effects on 
communication apprehension levels. 
 Keywords: Communication apprehension, multi-national organizations 
 
 
Research Background Due to globalization, and 
government policy that would like to draw 
multinational firms to add to the country’s 
R&D capacity, there has been a significant 
increase in multinational organizations in 
Thailand in the last two decades. 
(Worasinchai, 2010) With this comes the 
issue of people from different background 
working together. This includes 
communicating with people who have 
different personalities, beliefs and have 
been raised differently. Sometimes an 
individual has fear and/or anxiety when 
anticipating a communication or when 
communicating (McCroskey, 1977). This 
fear or anxiety is referred to as 
“communication apprehension”. 

 
Statement of the problem There are many negative effects of 
having a high CA level founded in 
previous studies. For instance, individuals 
that had higher CA were not as satisfied in 
their workplace as the ones with a lower 
CA. (Falcione, Mc Croskey, & Daly, 
1977) 

Individuals with higher levels of 
CA did not like to prepare for any 
interviews and avoided communication 
whenever they could. (Ayres, 
Keerataweep, Chen, & Edwards, 1998) 

Individuals who interacted with 
people having high levels of CA rated 
them with low attractiveness, low 
trustworthiness and was not very satisfied 
when communicating with them as 
compared to the ones having lower levels 
of CA. (McCroskey, Daly & Richmond, 
1975; Colby, Hopf, & Acres, 1993) and 
viewed them in negative ways 
(McCroskey, 1976) 

The professional tenure for people 
with high levels of CA is 50% shorter than 
those with a lower level of CA. (Scott, 
McCroskey, & Sheahan,, 1978) 

Those individuals with high CA 
were also consistently found to be less 
willing to communicate. Willingness to 
communicate is the probability than an 
individual will choose to communicate, 
especially to talk when they have a chance. 
(McCroskey & Baer, 1985) 

Willingness to communicate is a 
communication personality construct 
which contributes significantly to an 
individual’s social, education and 
organization achievement (Richmond & 
Roach, 1992) 

Communication is the process 
whereby information is shared among 
individuals and/or groups of people for 
some purpose. (Baguley, 1994) 
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Communication that occurs both 
inside and outside the organizations are 
known as business communication. 
(Boone, Kurtz & Block, 1997) 

Communication is not only the 
basis for having a good human relations, 
but also vital for successful business. No 
organization can advance without 
communication. The communication 
process is very important because it can 
give information, convince people, give 
motivation & provide common 
understanding (Genc, 2009) 

Businesses that provide more 
channels for both upward and downward 
communication were more successful 
(Sanchez, 1999). Communication also has 
a strong positive relationship with job 
satisfaction. (Downs, 1988). Level of 
communication between supervisors and 
subordinate also had a great impact on 
employee satisfaction (Clampitte & 
Downs, 1993). 

 
Research Objectives  To find the factors that cause of 
Communication Apprehension among 
employees working in multinational 
organizations in Bangkok. 

To identify which of these factors 
are the primary Communication 
Apprehension among employees working 
in multinational organizations in Bangkok.  

 
Scope of the Research There are two main cause of 
Communication Apprehension. One is 
situation based and the other is trait-like or 
characteristics of the speaker. This study 
focuses on the trait approach. The speakers 
are either born with it or they learn it from 
their past experiences. The attributes of the 
personality of speakers included in this 
study are, face protection orientation, 
Social desirability, Evaluation, Prior 
success and Perfectionism.  

 
Significance of the Study As communication is very 
important as illustrated above for an 

organization, therefore finding the causes 
of communication apprehension in an 
organization can help future researchers 
come up with the right remedy for the 
causes.  

Most previous studies have used 
either trait like or state like approaches to 
explain the cause of CA in language 
learning or classroom learning, but this 
study uses it to explain the cause of CA in 
a multinational organization in Bangkok. 

 
Literature Review  Communication apprehension has 
been defined as “an individual’s level of 
fear or anxiety associated with either real 
or anticipated communication with another 
person or persons.” (Mc Croskey, 1977) 
 In the 1970s to 1990s, CA was explained 
using the environmental based approach 
(Ayres, 1988; Beatty, Plax, & Kearney, 
1985; Daly & Friedrich, 1981; Hsu 1998). 
In 1990s, it was changed from 
environmental based approach to a 
genetic-based approach by some scholars 
(Valencic, Beatty, Rudd, Dobos, & Heisel, 
1998; Beaty, McCroskey, & Heisel, 1998). 
The others did not agree and came up with 
a combination of both biological and 
environmental approach (Condit, 2000). 
Mc Croskey, James C views this as a 
combination of both trait and state 
approaches.  
According to McCroskey James C., 1981, 
you are either born with it or you learn it. 
The assumption behind this approach is 
that once you develop a level of CA, it 
becomes your personality (McCroskey, 
1984). It can be learned from unpleasant 
past experience when communicating with 
others (Friedrich & Gross, 1984) 
Trait constructs used to explain the causes 
of CA in previous studies  Ethnic diversity 
Studies by Klopf &Cambra (1979) shows 
that CA varies in different ethnic origin.   Competitiveness 
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A study by Matsuoka, R. (2008) showed 
that Japanese college students who were 
highly competitive, possessed high levels 
of CA  Perfectionism 
Interviewees in studies by Matsuoka, R. 
(2008) expressed the desire to be perfect in 
different ways. Some do not want to 
express themselves due to lack of English 
resources while others wanted to maintain 
a good student personality and did not 
want other students to conclude that they 
cannot speak English. Wanting to be a 
perfectionist increased the CA levels in 
them.  Face protecting orientation 
Some interviewees in studies by 
Matsuoka, R. (2008) were reluctant to 
speak when they knew other students were 
better in order to maintain face.  Valuing reticence 
According to Friedmand, ,1980, reticence 
is present when there is desire and ability 
to express but the verbalizing process is 
inihibited 
In the study by Matsuoka, R. (2008) 
reticence was due to Japanese Socio-
cultural more that the interviewees 
confessed caused them to be less willing to 
communicate orally.  Prior history 
If one has failed in the past, they are likely 
to fear that they might fail again. This fear 
of failure resulting from past experience, 
increases the level of CA. (McCroskey 
James C., 1981)  Culture (high context vs. low 

context) 
High context cultures were found to have 
higher levels of CA because the nature of 
communication in these cultures tends to 
be more indirect and implicit with lots of 
caution and involves lesser oral 
communication (Gudykunst, 1983) as 
compared to low context culture that 

preferred straight talk (Adler & Elmhorst, 
2002)  Negative appraisal (Glaser 1981) 
This model assumes that if a child had 
been negatively reacted to their language 
ability, they will learn to expect negative 
reactions and avoid oral communication 
situation. 
One of the interviewee in a research 
conducted by Matsuoka,R. (2008) also 
confessed that she was afraid of negative 
evaluations.  Social desirability 
A person with high social desirability 
behaves in a socially and culturally 
acceptable manner. (Crowne and Marlowe 
(1964) 
People with high social desirability also 
tend to have a higher level of CA. 

In this the level of CA in an 
individual varies when faced with different 
situations (McCroskey James C., 1981). 
Most people experience this form of CA 
and it goes away after the situation is over 
(Spielberer, 1966; Lamb, 1973) 
State constructs used in previous studies  Novelty 
A new experience causes uncertainty about 
whether the outcome would be satisfactory 
(Gundykunst, 1993). A new situation 
causes uncertainty about how a person 
should behave (McCroskey James C., 
1981)  Formality 
In situations where high formality incurs, 
appropriate behaviors and phrases are 
predictable and known to the speaker; as a 
result there is no need for unique 
communication. (Aly and Gowing, 2001) 
 
Whereas McCroskey James C, (1981) 
associated formal situation with rigid 
behaviors and less acceptable behaviors 
and states that CA increases in formal 
situations.  Familiarity with audience 
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Aly and Gowing 2001 conducted a study 
in a Canadian university under the 
implication that if the speakers are less 
familiar with the audience cultural context, 
the speaker would possess a higher level of 
CA. This was not the case. 
McCroskey (1981) states that although not 
all people react to unfamiliarity in the 
same manner, many people do feel more 
relaxed when communicating with those 
they are familiar with and suggests an 
inverse relationship between the two 
variables.  Similarity 
Study by Aly and Gowing 2001 also 
implied that if the speaker and the 
audience are of different ethnic origin, the 
speaker is likely to possess a higher level 
of CA. This was not the case either. 
Whereas McCroskey (1981) states that in 
general, talking to people who are similar 
to oneself is more comfortable than talking 
to others who are different. But there is a 
major exception in this rule because some 
individuals are concerned with evaluations 
from their peers and they might find it 
more uncomfortable when talking to 
someone similar to them.  Degree of attention 
Either too high or too low degree of 
attention from the audience causes high 
levels of CA due to too much concern or 
feels ignored respectively. Moderate level 
of attention from the audience is the best 
as it is most comfortable for most people. 
(McCroskey, 1981)  Subordinate position 
 This situation is common in superior-
subordinate communication where the 
person holding a higher position defines 
the appropriate behavior for the 
subordinate. This leaves the subordinate 
with less latitude for deviation and hence 
increases the CA level. (McCroskey, 1981)  Degree of evaluation 

An individual tends to be more anxious 
when they are to be evaluated than when 
they are not. (McCroskey, 1981). 
 
Conceptual Framework 

  
 
Research Hypothesis H1: There is a relationship between Face 
protection orientation and communication 
apprehension 
H2: There is a relationship between social 
desirability and communication 
apprehension 
H3: There is a positive relationship 
between Fear of evaluation and 
communication apprehension 
H4: There is a relationship between the 
speaker’s prior success and 
communication apprehension 
H5: There is a relationship between 
perfectionism and communication 
apprehension 
 
 
Research Methodology The research was a quantitative study 
using a survey data collection method. The 
multinational firms were identified and the 
questionnaires were delivered to the 
company. A non-probability sampling 
design was chosen using convenient 
sampling method because it is assumed 
that there is no difference in the employees 
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working at the different multinational 
organizations. Of the total 260 
questionnaires distributed 250 were 
returned of which 222 were usable.  
The following are the type of 
organizations that responded to the 
questionnaire:  10.3% working in food and 

beverage industry  7.9% working in apparel and 
accessories industry  24.6% working in education 
industry  33.4% working in the service 
industry  23% working in other industry 
including automobile, export-
import, oil, media, advertising, IT, 
logistic, etc.  

For hypothesis testing Pearson 
Correlation analysis was used to 
analyze the impact of the factors that 
cause Communication Apprehension.  
 

Research Results    H1 There is a relationship between face 
protection orientation and communication 
apprehension. 
Pearson correlation coefficient value 
between face protection orientation and 
communication apprehension 
The result of the correlation analysis was 
statistically significant with r=.36 which 
indicates a low positive relationship 
among the two variables. 
Relationship between face protection 
orientation and each categories of 
communication apprehension (group, 
meeting, interpersonal and speech). 
The result of the correlation analysis were 
statistically significant with 
r=.29, .36, .29, .36 respectively which 
indicates a low positive relationship 
among the variables. 
H2: There is a relationship between social 
desirability and communication 
apprehension. 

Pearson correlation coefficient value 
between social desirability and 
communication apprehension 
The result of the correlation analysis was 
statistically significant with r=.122 which 
indicates a very low positive relationship 
among the two variables. 
Relationship between social desirability 
and each categories of communication 
apprehension (group, meeting, 
interpersonal and speech). 
The result of the correlation analysis were 
statistically significant for meeting, 
interpersonal and speech with 
r=.11, .13, .13 respectively which indicates 
a very low positive relationship among 
the variables. However, no significant 
relationship was found between social 
desirability and group. 
 
H3: There is a positive relationship 
between Fear of evaluation and 
communication apprehension. 
Pearson correlation coefficient value 
between fear of negative evaluation and 
communication apprehension 
The result of the correlation analysis was 
statistically significant with r=.551 which 
indicates a high positive relationship 
among the two variables. 
Relationship between fear of negative 
evaluation and each categories of 
communication apprehension (group, 
meeting, interpersonal and speech). 
The result of the correlation analysis were 
statistically significant with 
r=.47, .55, .48, .5 respectively which 
indicates a high positive relationship 
among the variables. 
 
H4: There is a relationship between the 
speaker’s prior success and 
communication apprehension. 
Pearson correlation coefficient value 
between prior success and communication 
apprehension. 
The result of the correlation analysis was 
statistically significant with r= (-.16) 
which indicates a low negative 
relationship among the two variables. 
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Relationship between face protection 
orientation and each categories of 
communication apprehension (group, 
meeting, interpersonal and speech). 
The result of the correlation analysis were 
statistically significant with 
r=.29, .36, .29, .36 respectively which 
indicates a low negative relationship 
among the variables. 
H5: There is a relationship between 
perfectionism and communication 
apprehension (Table 24 in the appendix B) 
Pearson correlation coefficient value 
between perfectionism and communication 
apprehension 
The result of the correlation analysis was 
statistically significant with r=.623 which 
indicates a high positive relationship 
among the two variables. 
Relationship between fear of negative 
evaluation and each categories of 
communication apprehension (group, 
meeting, interpersonal and speech). 
The result of the correlation analysis were 
statistically significant with 
r=.55, .59, .58, .53 respectively which 
indicates a high positive relationship 
among the variables. 
Discussion 
 This study was conducted to find what 
causes communication apprehension in 
employees working in multinational 
organizations in Bangkok. Five variables 
namely face protection orientation, social 
desirability, fear of negative evaluation; 
prior success and perfectionism were 
tested. Communication apprehension was 
also divided into 4 categories to study 
more details. (Group, meeting, 
interpersonal and speech) 
 

The main results were as follow 
1. Face protection 

orientation  The respondents’ face protection 
orientation was slightly high (3.36 
based on 5 point likert scale).  There is a low positive relationship 
between face protection orientation 

and communication apprehension 
levels.  Face protection orientation has a 
moderate positive relationship with 
meeting and speech   Face protection orientation has a 
low positive relationship with group 
and interpersonal communication. 

2. Social desirability  The respondents’ social desirability 
was moderate (3.17 based on 5 
point likert scale)  There is a very low positive 
relationship between social 
desirability and communication 
apprehension.  There is no significant relationship 
between social desirability and 
group discussion. 

3. Fear of negative 
evaluation  The respondents have a moderate 

fear of negative evaluation (3.1 
based on 5 point likert scale).  There is a strong positive 
relationship between fear of 
negative evaluation and 
communication apprehension. 

4. Prior success  The prior success of the respondents 
is quite high (3.47 based on 5 point 
likert scale).  There is a low negative relationship 
between prior success and 
communication apprehension. 

5. Perfectionism  The level of perfectionism in 
respondents is moderate (2.75 based 
on 5 point likert scale).  There is a strong positive 
relationship between perfectionism 
and communication apprehension. 

6. Communication 
apprehension  The level of communication 

apprehension in respondents is 
moderate (2.62 based on a 5 point 
likert scale) 
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 Perfectionism has the strongest 
relationship with communication 
apprehension followed by fear of 
negative evaluation, face protection 
orientation, prior success and social 
desirability respectively. 

Although respondents 
scored relative high in face 
protection orientation, social 
desirability and prior success, yet it 
doesn’t matter much as they have 
low relationship with 
communication apprehension. 
Perfectionism and fear of negative 
evaluation have stronger 
relationship with communication 
apprehension. Respondents scored 
quite low on these two variables, 
hence explaining the low score on 
total communication apprehension. 

Limitations and directions for future 
research This study looks at only the trait 
based causes of communication 
apprehension because the state based is 
common in all and goes away after the 
situation. This study provides only the 
causes for communication apprehension. 
Future researches can the best ways to deal 
with each cause. Without knowing the 
cause, right remedies can’t be found. This 
research also has a limitation due to time 
limit and suggests future researchers to 
compare between industries (cluster 
study). 

Recommended directions for future 
research may include conducting a 
research to find what are the effects of 
other variables (situation based) on 
communication apprehension levels in 
organizations. Also conduct research in 
other organization or cluster analysis. 
Another useful research would be to study 
how to lower communication 
apprehension levels in perfectionists. 
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