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Research reported by Porter (1981) and Parks (1980) has raised significant
reservations concerning the content validity of the items on the early versions
of the PRCA. The present study investigated the content validity of the most
recent version of the instrument, PRCA-24. The results of this research
indicate that the scores generated by the new instrument are relatively
independent of the context-based content of the items employed and are
capable of substantially predicting apprehension in a context not represented
directly in the items on the new form.
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evolved as the dominant instrument employed by both researchers

and practitioners for measuring trait-like communication apprehen-
sion. The case for its construct and predictive validity (McCroskey, 1978) as
well as its cross-situational consistency (McCrosky & Beatty, 1984; McCroskey
& Richmond, 1982) is strong. However, the content validity of the measure
remains questionable.

As Porter (1981) has noted, the items on the original 20-item version of the
measure (McCroskey, 1970) as well as the revised 25-item measure (McCros-
key, 1978) are heavily weighted with items addressing communication in the
public speaking context. Similarly, research reported by Parks (1980), which

The Personal Report of Communication Apprehension (PRCA) has
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employed an earlier version of the instrument, observed low correlations
between PRCA scores and self-reported, anticipated state anxiety in a variety
of low-threat interpersonal communication encounters.

The results of these studies raise a question as to the representativeness
and generalizability of the content of the items on the instrument as indicators
of the broad-based, trait-like orientation which communication apprehension
is presumed to be. At the time these criticisms of the PRCA were emerging,
McCroskey was developing the most recent version of the instrument, the

TABLE 1 Personal Report of Communication Apprehension (PRCA-24)

Directions: This instrument is composed of 24 statements concerning your feelings about
communication with other people. Please indicate in the space provided the degree to which
each statement applies to you by marking whether you (1) Strongly Agree, (2) Agree, (3) Are
Undecided, (4) Disagree, or (5) Strongly Disagree with each statement. There are no right or
wrong answers. Many of the statements are similar to other statements. Do not be concerned
about this. Work quickly, just record your first impression.

. | dislike participating in group discussions.
. Generally, | am comfortable while participating in a group discussion.
. lam tense and nervous while participating in group discussions.
4. llike to get involved in group discussions.
. Engaging in a group discussion with new people makes me tense and nervous.
. I am calm and relaxed while participating in group discussions.
. Generally, | am nervous when | have to participate in a meeting.
. Usually I am calm and relaxed while participating in meetings.
. I am very calm and relaxed when | am called upon to express an opinion at a
meeting.
10. |am afraid to express myself at meetings.
—— 11. Communicating at meetings usually makes me uncomfortable.
—12. lam very relaxed when answering questions at a meeting.
— 13. While participating in a conversation with a new acquantance, | feel very nervous.
—— 14. I have no fear of speaking up in conversations.
—15. Ordinarily | am very tense and nervous in conversations.
— 16. Ordinarily | am very calm and relaxed in conversations.
—17. While conversing with a new acquaintance, | feel very relaxed.
—18. I'm afraid to speak up in conversations.
—19. | have no fear of giving a speech.
— 20. Certain parts of my body feel very tense and rigid while giving a speech.
—21. Ifeel relaxed while giving a speech.
—— 22, My thoughts become confused and jumbled when | am giving a speech.
— 23. I face the prospect of giving a speech with confidence.
— 24, While giving a speech | get so nervous, | forget facts | really know.

SCORING:

Group =18 — (1) + (2) — (3) + (4) — (5) + (6)
Meeting = 18 — (7) + (8) + (9) — (10) = (11) + (12)
Dyadic = 18 — (13) + (14) — (15) + (16) + (17) — (18)
Public = 18 + (19) — (20) + (21) — (22) + (23) — (24)
Overall CA = Group + Meeting + Dyadic + Public

W~ WU W —

Note. This instrument is copywritten by James C. McCroskey. Appropriate citation is: James C. McCroskey,
An Introduction to Rhetorical Communication, 4th ed. (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1982). The
instrument may be reprinted and used for research and instructional purposes without additional
autharization of the copyright holder. Uses for which there is expectation of profit, including publication or
instruction outside the normal college or school environment, is prohibited without written permission of
James C., McCroskey.
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PRCA-24 (McCroskey, 1982a; see Table 1). This instrument is based on the
four comunication contexts suggested as most relevant to communication
apprehension by McCroskey and Richmond (1980). Those contexts are public
speaking, speaking in small groups, speaking in meetings, and speaking in
dyads. Each context is represented by six items on the new version of the
instrument.

The contextual communication taxonomy advanced by McCroskey and
Richmond (1980) was not presumed by them to be exhaustive. While the
contexts they suggested, and upon which the PRCA-24 was built, certainly are
representative of common communication situations, they do not exhaust the
types of contexts which could be delineated. Other contexts could be
situations involving superior-suubordinate communication, situations involv-
ing intercultural encounters, situations involving interviews, and situations
requiring assertiveness, just to name a few.

Since the items on the new instrument do not request responses from all
possible communication contexts, it is important to determine whether the
items included provide a representative sample of items which correspond to
the larger communication context domain to which the construct of trait-like
communication apprehension is addressed. While recent conceptualization
of communication apprehension draws a distinction between trait-like com-
munication apprehension and generalized-context communication appre-
hension (McCroskey, 1982b; 1984), the prevailing theory is that the former
should substantially predict the latter. Thus, an appropriate measure of
trait-like communication apprehension would be substantially correlated with
dispositional (trait-like) measures of communication apprehension toward a
variety of generalized contexts, such as public speaking, speaking in meetings,
speaking in small groups, speaking in dyads, speaking in interviews, and most
relevant to the present study, speaking in situations requiring assertiveness.

It should be stressed that our concern in this research is with the
association between across-contexts predispositions and within-context pre-
dispositions. Our focus is not on association between PRCA-24 scores with
individuals” specific responses to a single communication encounter. While
this is a critical concern for questions of predictive validity and cross-
situational consistency, our concern is with the content validity of the items
chosen for inclusion in the PRCA-24 instrument. That is, we are interested in
the association between PRCA-24 scores and scores on a similar predisposi-
tional measure based on multiple responses across a broad range of situations.
Thus, the first specific hypothesis we tested in this study was:

H,: Scores on the PRCA-24 will be substantially correlated with scores on a
predispositional measure of communication apprehension concerning a
generalized communication context for which no items are included on the
PRCA-24.Summer 1985

While any confirmation of our first hypothesis would provide meaningful
support for the arguement for content validity of the items on the PRCA-24, it
is also important to consider the magnitude of any relationship observed.
While any statistically significant correlation obtained in a test of H, would
provide a modicum for content validity, the higher the correlation obtained,
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the stronger that support would be. The strongest support would be
evidenced by a relationship between PRCA-24 scores and a predispositional
measure for a context for which no items are included on the PRCA-24
measure of communication apprehension which did not differ significantly
from similar scores for contexts which are represented by items on the
measure. Therefore, our second hypothesis was:

H,: Correlations between PRCA-24 scores and scores on predispositional mea-
sures of communication apprehension for which representative items are
included on the PRCA-24 will not differ significantly from correlations
between PRCA-24 scores and scores on a predispositional measure of
communication apprehension for which no representative items are
included on the PRCA-24.Summer 1985

The communication context selected for testing our hypothesis was
communication situations requiring assertiveness. The assertiveness context
has received increased attention from communication researchers. Although
assertiveness originated as a fairly nebulous phenomenon with no clear
conceptual boundaries in early summaries of clinical experiences (Salter,
1949; Wolpe, 1958, 1969, 1970; Wolpe & Lazarus, 1966), it is clear that the
definition of assertiveness emphasized the underlying influence of anxiety.
However, behavioral aspects of the construct were also recognized (e.g.,
Lazarus, 1966; Fensterheim, 1971; Serber, 1972). Realizing that assertiveness
occurs within a communication context, Norton and Warnick (1976) have
summarized assertive communication behaviors as including “refusal of
unreasonable requests, initiation of requests, insistence on fair treatment of
self, spontaneous expression of one’s feelings, outgoingness and willingness
to take the initiative in social situations, and active (as opposed to passive)
disagreement” (pp. 62-63). More recent research indicates that assertiveness
is communicated both verbally (Rose & Tryon, 1979) and nonverbally (McFall,
Winnett, Bordewick, & Bornstein, 1982). The influence of both anxiety and
behavioral components of assertiveness are evidenced in McCroskey’s (1981)
analysis of CA’s potential responses to those communication situations which
demand assertiveness: “If it is difficult for high CA’s to talk in situations which
are not threatening to the average person, then it must be doubly difficult for
them to speak out when assertiveness is required.”

Assertiveness provided three advantages leading to its selection as or
criterion variable: 1) It is a clear, recognized communication context. 2) It is a
context in which communication apprehension is highly likely to be stimu-
lated.'3) An individual’s predisposition to be apprehensive in assertive com-
munication situations is not directly assessed by the PRCA-24. No item on the
instrument directly relates to this context.

Method

Participants

Three hundred eleven undergraduates enrolled in introductory communi-
cation courses served as participants in the present study. The participants
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represented a diversity of majors with less than one percent being communi-
cation majors. To avoid sensitization to the issue of communication appre-
hension or assertiveness, the data were collected before material pertaining to
either construct was presented in class.

Measurement

Communication Apprehension. The PRCA-24 (McCroskey, 1982a; see
Table 1) was administered to all subjects. This instrument features six items,
three positively and three negatively worded to avoid response bias, assessing
subjects’ apprehension in each of the four communication contexts discussed
previously. Based on data drawn from over 25,000 college student subjects in
52 colleges and universities, the mean for the total score on the PRCA-24 is
65.60 with a standard deviation of 15.30. In the present data the mean and
‘standard deviation were 65.48 and 16.46, respectively. The alpha reliability
for the scale was estimated to be .97, somewhat higher than the .93-.95
usually obtained.

Assertiveness. The measure of assertiveness chosen for this study was the
Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (RAS) (Rathus, 1973). While there are other
acceptable measures of assertiveness, the RAS has been shown to have
moderate to high test-retest (Rathus, 1973) and split-half reliability (Rathus,
1973; Norton & Warnick, 1976; Pearson, 1979). Moreover, the validity of RAS
has been established by correlating RAS scores with independent raters’
assessments of assertive others (Rathus, 1973); with other measurs of asser-
tiveness (Norton & Warnick, 1976); with nonverbal components of assertive
behavior (McFall et al., 1982) and trait and interpersonal anxiety (Orenstein,
Orenstein, & Carr, 1975). Galassi & Galassi(1978) conclude that the items
contained on the RAS include a wide range of situations involving assertive-
ness.

Finally, the RAS was chosen because the items clearly reflect both anxiety
and behavioral components of assertiveness. Some examples of the 30-item
RAS include: | will hesitate to make phone calls to business establishments
and institutions; | would rather apply for a job or for admission to a college by
writing letters than by going through with personal interviews; | find it
embarrassing to return merchandise; | have avoided asking questions for fear
of sounding stupid; and | have hesitated to make or accept dates because of
shyness. Both the reliability and validity evidence as well as the consistency
between the RAS items and the conceptualization of assertiveness advanced
in this paper provided the rationale for the selection of the RAS. In the present
study, the alpha reliability for the RAS was .91.

Data Analysis

The data analysis involved simple Pearson correlations. To test the first
hypothesis, a correlation was computed between scores on the RAS and total
scores on the PRCA-24. To test the second hypothesis several additional
scores were generated. First, the subscores on the PRCA-24 were computed
(see Table 1 for procedure). These were used as measures of generalized-
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TABLE2 Correlations among RAS, PRCA-24, PRCA-24 Partial Scores and PRCA-24
Subscores

RAS, PRCA, ] . _
and PRCA-24 RAS and PRCA-24 Scores and Partial Scores

Subscores RAS PRCA-24 No Public No Meeting No Group  No Dyadic

RAS 1.00 .70 .68 .69 7 .66
PRCA-24 70 1.00 .97 .98 .98 .98
Public 52 TT .58 .78 .82 .82
Meeting .60 .88 .87 .76 .88 .89
Group .56 .86 .80 .87 73 .86
Dyadic .61 .78 .83 .80 7 .63

Note. All correlations significant, p < .001.

context communication apprehension in the four contexts represented. This
procedure was chosen because it was believed to generate the highest
possible correlations between the trait-like PRCA-24 score and the scores for
each generalized context. Second, four partial PRCA-24 scores were
obtained. Each partial score represented the omission of one of the four
contexts included in the measure (e.g., No public = meeting + group +
dyadic, etc.). Correlating each PRCA-24 subscore with the partial PRCA-24
score in which it was not included provided the most appropriate method of
comparing these associations with the PRCA-24/RAS correlation.

Results

Obtained correlations are reported in Tables 2 and 3. As is noted in Table
2, the obtained correlation between PRCA-24 and RAS was .70. This correla-
tion provides support for our first hypothesis. The PCRA-24 could predict
approximately half of the variance in the RAS even though no assertiveness
items are included on the measure.

The obtained correlations between PRCA-24 subscores and the total
PRCA-24 scores as well as the PRCA-24 partial scores are reported in Table 2.
The correlations between the subscores and the total PRCA-24 scores ranged
from .77 (public) to .88 (meeting). The correlations between the subscores
and the partial PRCA-24 scores which omitted that context ranged from .58
(public) to .76 (meeting). The RAS/PRCA-24 total score correlation (.70) was
right in the middle of the correlations of the subscores with the partial
PRCA-24 scores omitting their context. Public (.58) and dyadic (.63) were
lower while group (.73) and meeting (.76) were higher.?

The correlations between RAS and the PRCA-24 subscores are reported in

TABLE3 Correlations Among PRCA-24 Subscores

Public Dyadic Meeting
Dyadic .40
Meeting .61 ' ST
Group .50 .64 .69

Note. All correlations significant, p < .0001.
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Table 2; and the intercorrelations among PRCA-24 subscores are reported in
Table 3. The RAS/PRCA-24 subscore correlations ranged from .52 (public) to
.61 (dyadic). The PRCA-24 subscore correlations ranged from .40 (dyadic/
public) to .69 (group/meeting). All of the RAS/PRCA-24 subscore correlations
fell within the range established by the PRCA-24 subscore correlations.
PRCA-24 subscores could predict from 16 to 48 percent of the variance in
each other and could individually predict from 27 to 37 percent of the
variance in RAS scores.

Although not designed to be of focal interest in this study, the obtained
correlations (reported in Table 2) between the PRCA-24 scores and the partial
PRCA-24 scores ranged between .97 and .98. Thus, although the pairs of
scores represented 75 percent item-duplication, each partial score could
predict 94 to 96 percent of the variance in the total score. This suggests the
total PRCA-24 scores have little dependence on any of the specific contexts
included in the measure.

Discussion

The results of this research are strongly supportive of the content validity
of the items employed in the PRCA-24. The first hypothesis was supported
and the second (null) hypothesis could not be rejected even though very high
power was available.

The PRCA-24 was found to be highly predictive of scores on the Rathus
(1972) measure of assertiveness. Although no items on the PRCA-24 directly
address situations requiring assertiveness, the measure could predict almost
half the variance in assertiveness scores.

When these results are placed in context, the case for content validity is
even stronger. The total PRCA-24 scores were more highly correlated with
RAS scores than were two of the four partial PRCA-24, with the PRCA-24
subscores which were omitted from the partial score involved. Similarly,
exactly half of the correlations between the RAS and the PRCA-24 subscores
were higher and half were lower than the respective subscores’ correlations
with each other.

The incidental observation that the individual subscores representing
presumably distinct communication contexts contribute little unique variance
no more than 4-6 percent) to the PRCA-24 total scores is highly suggestive
that the items on the measure are tapping a generalized, trait-like response to
communication. This, of course, is consistent with the theoretical framework
upon which the instrument was based. In conjunction with the main results of
this study concerning the ability of the PRCA-24 to predict apprehension in a
context not included in the content of items on the measure (namely,
assertiveness), these findings provide substantial support for the argument for
content validity of the items included on the instrument.

NOTES

'This criterion is particularly important. Parks (1980), although using an earlier version of the PRCA,
found that the instrument did not correlate highly with other self-reports of anxiety experienced in low
threat communication contexts (such as asking someone for the time}. As McCroskey (1983) nated in his
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critique of arks’ work, such results should be expected. If there is very little variance in the amount of
anxiety people experience in a given type of communication setting, no substantial correlation with the
PRCA is mathematically possible. Previous research, however, has demonstrated a high variability among
people in response to assertive situations. Thus, if there were no substantial correlation between the PRCA
and a measure of assertiveness, the content validity of the instrument as an index of a broad-based
predisposition toward communication would be highly questionable.

‘Because H; is a null hypthesis, a significant difference between the average subscore correlation with
the partial PRCA-24 scores and the RAS/PRCA-24 correlation would cause us to reject that hypothesis. This
difference, however, was nonsignificant (z = .00, p > .05).

Thus, the power of the test is of critical concern. For this test, the power was above .99 for small effect
size. We can, as a consequence be quite confident that our failure to reject this null hypothesis was not due
to Type Il error. In addition, since the RAS/PRCA-24 correlation was higher than two of the subscores/
partial PRCA-24 score correlations and lower than the other two, it is questionable whether any statistical
test is justified at all. Clearly, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.
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