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Abstract 

The topic of communication apprehension and self-perceived communication competence in a 

second language learning has had a growing resurgence in recent years. The consensus among 

scholars is that communication apprehension is disruptive and can manifest in difficulties and 

disabilities for second language acquisition. Research concerning communication apprehension 

for second language learning has been less than satisfactory, even more so in a Swedish context.  

Therefore, the aim of this paper is twofold: firstly, to investigate how prevalent communication 

apprehension is among upper-secondary Swedish ESL/EFL students in terms of sociolinguistic 

factors and secondly, to investigate the correlation between students’ scoring on the Personal 

Report on Communication Apprehension and the Self-Perceived Communication Competence 

Scale. The participants for this study consisted of 96 Swedish ESL/EFL students enrolled in two 

public upper-secondary schools in Stockholm. The data on students’ level of CA and SPCC were 

gathered using a survey comprising McCroskey’s Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension and the Self-Perceived Communication Competence Scale. Data analysis included 

a T-test for independent samples and Pearson’s correlation coefficient with a student’s t-

distribution. Analysis of means indicate a moderate level of communication apprehension in 

English among the participants. Statistically significant differences (p-value<0.001) were found 

among the participants based on gender, age, academic achievement and programme enrolment. 

The results also indicate that the participants reported a moderate level of self-perceived 

communication competence in English. They felt more competent communicating in dyads, with 

friends and acquaintances whereas they felt less competent with strangers and in public. This 

study can disclose a strong inverse correlation between the participants’ reported CA scores in 

relation to their SPCC scores (-0.75%). This relationship was statistically significant (p-

value<0.000) with a sample of 96 cases. Implications of findings could provide Swedish language 

teachers with insight into the extent of these variables and the relationship between willingness 

to communicate, communication apprehension and self-perceived communication competence.  

Keywords 

Communication apprehension, language anxiety, willingness to communicate, second language 

acquisition, self-perceived communication competence, Swedish national agency, ESL/EFL.
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1. Introduction 

Language anxiety, and therein communication apprehension (CA), is a well-established 

psycholinguistic phenomenon. In recent years it has been stipulated to be the most disruptive 

factor regarding affect in second language acquisition (Horwitz, Horwitz & Cope, 1986). Previous 

research has investigated CA and language anxiety in both first- and second language acquisition 

(McCroskey & McCroskey, 1995; Dewaele, Petrides & Furnham, 2008; Liu & Jackson, 2008; 

MacIntyre, 2007; Elkhafaifi, 2005). So far, relatively little is known about communication 

apprehension in a Swedish context, especially among upper-secondary school students. There is 

a widespread perception that the youth in Sweden are exceptional in many aspects of the English 

language, mainly because of a vigorous teaching plan and large amounts of imported media. This 

perception is to some extent warranted; for instance, for 2019 Swedes rank 68.74 points on the 

English proficiency index whereas the average for Europe is 56.71. The EF English Proficiency 

index for Schools examines the acquisition skills of full-time students between the ages 13 to 22. 

However, communication apprehension does in fact exist despite the high level of proficiency 

seen among the Swedes, especially younger students, and this is particularly challenging since 

the foundation of language teaching ideology in Sweden is ingrained in the common European 

Reference Framework for Languages. The foundation of the language teaching ideology in 

Sweden is ingrained in the common European Reference Framework for Languages. This 

ideology underlines a communicative language learning above all through the means of action-

oriented activities (GERS, Council of Europe / Skolverket, 2009). For instance, The Swedish 

National Agency for Education (Skolverket, 2011) pinpoints that students are expected to produce 

[oral and written production and interaction of various kinds, also in more formal settings, where 

students instruct, narrate, summarise, explain, comment, assess, give reasons for their opinions, 

discuss and argue]. One point in teaching in the subject of English is that teachers should provide 

students opportunity to develop “(t)he ability to express oneself and communicate in English in 

speech and writing” (Skolverket, 2011). Having the ability to communicate without distress is 

fundamental to be able to produce such works as specified. These requirements become 

increasingly difficult, namely during English 5, English 6 & English 7 since they are a 

continuation of the previous course in both content and expectations.  

As teachers-in-training, part of our work is to provide communicatively oriented 

learning opportunities for all students. However, this can be complicated with the added tensions 

of communication apprehension. Therefore, to be able to derive tools, competencies, and learning 

methods to deal with the issues surrounding communicative apprehension, we first need to 

understand the scope of it. Consequently, the goal of this paper is twofold. Firstly, this study will 

attempt to investigate how prevalent communication apprehension is among Upper-secondary 

Swedish ESL/EFL students in terms of sociolinguistic factors and secondly, if there is a 

correlation between students’ scoring on the Personal Report on Communication Apprehension 

and the Self-Perceived Communication Competence Scale. 
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2. Background & literature review  

The following paragraphs will deal with the background and theoretical framework of willingness 

to communicate, communication competence, and communication apprehension which are 

foundational for this degree project. 

 

2.1. Literature review 

Willingness to communicate 

The theoretical foundation for this study is centered on the concept of willingness to communicate 

(WTC) in an L2 context. Initially introduced by McCroskey and Baer (1985), the theory of WTC 

is concerned with the idea regarding how and why second language learners communicate in 

varying contexts, irrespective of the target language spoken. This predisposition to engage in 

conversation is related to individual attributes such as communication apprehension, perceived 

communication competence, introversion-extraversion, self-esteem and motivation (MacIntyre, 

Clément, Dörnyei & Noels, 1998). WTC used to be treated and limited to trait-like variables, 

however, it is now seen as a situational variable with transient and enduring influences (MacIntyre 

et al. 1998). As seen from Figure 1, WTC is featured in a heuristic model in the shape of a pyramid 

with layers to specify where and when communication occurs through the relations between the 

constructs. WTC as a theory stipulates a distinction between situational and enduring influences. 

Enduring influences represent stable properties in the environment or with the person that does 

not change regardless of the situation or over time, whereas situational influences are prone to 

change based on the context at a given time (MacIntyre et al. 1998). With its six layers, 

Mystkowska-Wiertelak & Pawlak (2017) describes that the pyramid contains a batch of linguistic, 

communicative and social psychological variables that comprise actual language use at the 

pyramid’s pinnacle. MacIntyre et al. (1998) writes:  

There are many variables that have the potential to change an individual's WTC. The degree of 

acquaintance between communicators, the number of people present, the formality of the 

situation, the degree of evaluation of the speaker, the topic of discussion, and other factors can 

influence a person's WTC. However, perhaps the most dramatic variable one can change in the 

communication setting is the language of discourse. It is clear that changing the language of 

communication introduces a major change in the communication setting because it has the 

potential to affect many of the variables that contribute to WTC (p. 546). 
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Figure 1 – Heuristic model of variables which affect willingness to communicate (MacIntyre et al., 

1998) 

 

The first layer of the heuristic model with the term communication behavior entails actual L2 use 

in such activities as “reading L2 newspapers, watching L2 television, or utilising a L2 on the job” 

(MacIntyre et al. 1998, p. 547). Behavioural Intention is the second layer, with only one 

component consisting of one’s willingness and readiness to enter L2 discourse at a given context, 

something that, Mystkowska-Wiertelak & Pawlak (2017) describes as “a context-dependent 

nature of a construct rather than perceiving it as a permanent tendency” (6). The third layer, 

termed Situated Antecedents of Communication, proposes two precursors to WTC, namely the 

desire to communicate with a specific person and the state communicative self-confidence to do 

so. The desire to communicate with a specific person stems from affiliation and control motives; 

how well that person is known and whether they are familiar, or similar, or attractive. The control 

motives correspond to how the interlocutor wishes to influence its counterpart, their assistance, 

cooperation, attention et cetera (Mystkowska-Wiertelak & Pawlak, 2017; MacIntyre et al., 1998). 

State communicative self-confidence then is centered on the idea of confidence. This confidence 

is influenced according to Clément (1986) by two components, namely (1) perceived competence 

and (2) a lack of anxiety. Perceived competence, which is rather self-explanatory, refers to the 

capability to communication effectively in different contexts whereas a lack of anxiety requires 

some explanation. Anxiety according to the literature has two iterations: trait anxiety and state 

anxiety (Horwitz et al. 1986). State anxiety refers to the “transient emotional reaction defined by 

feelings of tension and apprehension” (MacIntyre et al., 1998, p. 549). Therefore, willingness to 

communicate regarding state anxiety varies depending on the context where its intensity can 

fluctuate and in turn influence self-confidence (MacIntyre et al. 1998). 

The bottom three layers of the pyramid unlike the top three layers reflect a more 

distal, enduring influences which are less situational and cover broader types of L2 

communication (Mystkowska-Wiertelak & Pawlak, 2017). The fourth layer, termed Motivational 

Propensities, includes three components: interpersonal motivation, intergroup motivation and L2 

self-confidence. Identical to the third layer, these three factors essentially involve control, 
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affiliation and motivation, which in turn shape the interaction patterns. The fifth layer of Affective-

Cognitive context entails intergroup attitudes, social situation and communicative competence. 

Intergroup attitudes take on two forms, namely integrativeness and the fear of assimilation in an 

L2 context and community. Gardner (1985) describes integrativeness more than adopting an 

identity, but rather simply having a positive attitude towards the L2 community – an affiliation 

rather than retainment. Fear of assimilation in the same vein as integrativeness describes the fear 

of losing one’s L1 identity with involvement in an a new L2 community. As MacIntyre et al 

(1988, p. 552) describes “[i]ntegrativeness and fear of assimilation may be seen as opposing 

forces within the individual. To the extent that one is more salient than the other, L2 

communication may be either facilitated or disrupted”. Moreover, one layer which is pointedly 

impactful for the model of WTC in an L2 context is the degree of proficiency in the target L2 - in 

other words, communicative competence. This is branched into five forms, namely linguistic 

competence, discourse competence, actional competence, sociocultural competence and strategic 

competence (MacIntyre et al. 1998). Communicative competence in the theory of WTC does not 

entirely deal with actual competence, but rather with the perception of competence, as mentioned 

by McCroskey and Richmond (1990). The last bottom layer of the pyramid is the sixth layer 

which is termed the Societal and Individual Context which includes two factors, intergroup 

climate and personality. The intergroup climate is divided further into two segments which deal 

with the structural characteristics of the specified community and their perceptual and affective 

correlates (MacIntyre et al). Structural characteristics then involve the climate of the L1 or L2 

intergroup community in terms of demographic representations, socioeconomic status and their 

representation in governmental branches (Gardner & Clément, 1990). A language which is 

represented in these divisions would retain a high ethnographic vitality and prestige which would 

ease communication or the willingness thereof. MacIntyre et al writes that “ethnolinguistic 

vitality and communications networks provide the opportunities and the conditions that either 

favour or do not favour the use of the L2” (1988, p. 555). Moreover, Perceptual and Affective 

Correlates assume that positive connotations of an L2 community will lead to more frequent 

interactions with that group whereas the reverse would also hold true (MacIntyre et al., 1988). 

The second part of the sixth layer is personality. MacIntyre et al. (1988) argue that personality 

underpins if language learning will occur as the type of personality a learner has is of importance 

for acquisition if the learner’s perception of the L2 community is positively or negatively oriented 

to the language, the culture and its people. Therefore, it is arguable that the sixth layer is beyond 

the control of the L2 learner since the factor of personality and intergroup climate are determined 

and represented by social dimensions and biases prevalent in society (Mystkowska-Wiertelak & 

Pawlak 2017). One important aspect of the theory WTC and emerging research has been to 

determine the values of these different variables which contribute to second language WTC 

constructs (Samvati & Golaghaei, 2017). To some extent, that is similar to the intention of this 

study. The theory of willingness to communicate will provide the theoretical framework, but the 

scope is limited to communication apprehension, and self-perceived communication competence. 

 

Self-Perceived Communication Competence 

Communicative competence is defined as the ability to “pass along or give information; the ability 

to make known by talking or writing” (McCroskey, 1984, p. 261). Self-Perceived Communication 

competence is therefore the perception of the ability to pass along or give information through 

communicative means. SPCC is a crucial component in determining the willingness to 
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communicate in L1 and L2 contexts and therefore has many implications for foreign or second 

language learning (Lockley, 2013). The motivation behind the inclusion of a self-perceived 

communication competence aspect in this study is concerned with subjects’ perception of their 

competence and the outcomes of such perceptions. Identifying some immediate and distal 

variables that influence SPCC can provide a resource to address CA. The focus of SPCC in this 

context is on communication in English in seven contexts, namely, friends, acquaintances, dyads, 

public speaking as well as smaller and larger groups. Previous research in this area has found 

interesting results. For instance, Donovan & MacIntyre (2004) found that CA is negatively 

correlated with SPCC and WTC (Barraclough, Cristophel & McCroskey, 1988). Therefore, 

individuals who perceive themselves as less competent are also less willing to communicate in a 

variety of contexts (Teven, Richmond, McCroskey & McCroskey, 2010) 

 

Communication Apprehension  

Previous research regarding communication anxiety has taken on various terms and different 

perspectives. However, communication apprehension as a standalone concept was first introduced 

and coined by McCroskey in the 1970s to study the anxiety surrounding contextual 

communication. CA was consequently defined as “an individual’s level of fear or anxiety 

associated with either real or anticipated communication with another person or persons” 

(McCroskey, 1984, p. 78). McCroskey also made a distinction between state and trait anxiety. 

McCroskey (1977) points out that Spielberger (1966) defines state apprehension as apprehension 

in a specific situation, such as giving a speech in front of an audience or giving an interview. Trait 

apprehension, on the other hand, is apprehension that is ever present regardless of situation and 

sees few fluctuations (McCroskey, 1984). 

 

Research aim 

The concepts of WTC, CA and SPCC are connected. Previous research within this domain has 

argued that SPCC and CA influence a student’s willingness to communicate. However, little 

research on this topic has been conducted in a Swedish context. A communicative English 

language learning is a necessity for upper-secondary schools, yet not much is known about the 

scope and prevalence of these three variables. Therefore, this study will aim to study these 

variables to attempt to fill the existing gap in the literature. Specifically, this study is an attempt 

to answer the following: firstly, to investigate the prevalence of communication apprehension 

(CA) including sociolinguistic factors and secondly, to investigate the correlation between self-

perceived communication competence (SPCC) and its relation to communication apprehension 

among upper-secondary Swedish ESL/EFL students.  

 

3. Method & Material 

This section of the essay will give an account of the participants, the surveys employed and the 

limitations.  

 

3.1. Survey  

This study employs a three-part survey, PRCA-24, SPCC and a background form. The first part 

of the survey included the Personal Report of Communication Apprehension which consists of 
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24 statements that participants had to rate. The survey consisted of a five-point Likert scale 

ranging from (1) Strongly agree, (2) Agree, (3) Neutral, (4) Disagree, (5) Strongly disagree. The 

PRCA-24 survey measures communication apprehension in its entirety as well as in four contexts: 

group discussion, meetings, interpersonal conversations and public speaking. In this study, 

questions regarding meetings have been altered to speaking in the English classroom as most 

upper-secondary students tend not to have many meetings. Similarly, public speaking was altered 

to imply giving speeches and/or presentation in the English classroom.  The scoring for the 

PRCA-24 followed a scoring formula devised by McCroskey (1982). The scoring formula 

calculates the sub scores for group discussion, meetings, interpersonal conversation and public 

speaking which can range from 6 to 30. Any sub score above 18 indicates some degree of 

apprehension. However, to determine the overall CA score, the four sub scores are added together 

giving a total score ranging between 24 and 120. Scores between 83 and 120 indicate a high level 

of CA, 55 to 83 a moderate level, and 24 to 55 a low level. An example statement for each context 

is presented below (see appendix C for the complete survey & scoring formula): 

 

- Group discussion: (2) Generally, I am comfortable while participating in group 

discussions. 

- Speaking in class: (8) I am very calm and relaxed when I am called upon to express an 

opinion during English class. 

- Interpersonal conversations: (13) While participating in a conversation with a classmate 

in English, I feel very nervous. 

- Public speaking: (19) I have no fear when I give a speech or a presentation in English. 

 

PRCA-24 as an instrument to measure communicative apprehension has been established by 

McCroskey, Beatty, Kearney & Timothy (1985). The validity and reliability of the content was 

supported by findings of correlations between the PRCA-24 and the Rathus Assertiveness 

Schedule (RAS) (McCroskey et al. 1985).  Statistically significant correlations entail a high 

degree of validity and reliability for the instrument as a tool to measure apprehension. 

The second part of the survey consisted of the Self-Perceived Communication 

Competence Scale (SPCC) which was developed in part to study the perception of competence 

by McCroskey & McCroskey (2013). The survey employs 12 items that reflect four basic 

communication contexts, namely public speaking, talking in a large meeting, talking in a small 

group, and talking in dyads. There are also three common types of receivers in these 

communicative contexts, strangers, acquaintances, and friends. Participants are then asked to 

estimate their level of competence from a score of 0 to 100 when given a statement such as (1) 

Present a talk to a group of strangers. A score of 0 indicates complete incompetence whereas 100 

indicates high competence. The scoring for the SPCC survey followed a scoring formula 

(appendix B) devised by McCroskey (2013). The following are a benchmark for SPCC scores as 

established by McCroskey & McCroskey (2013):  

 

Public > 86 High SPCC    < 51 Low SPCC 

Meeting > 85 High SPCC    < 51 Low SPCC 

Group > 90 High SPCC    < 61 Low SPCC 

Dyad > 93 High SPCC    < 68 Low SPCC 

Stranger > 79 High SPCC    < 31 Low SPCC 

Acquaintance > 92 High SPCC    < 62 Low SPCC 
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Friend > 99 High SPCC    < 76 Low SPCC 

Total > 87 High SPCC    < 59 Low SPCC 

 

The use of self-report in this study does require some clarification. Self-report, as argued by 

McCroskey and McCroskey (1988), does not have the intention to measure actual communicative 

competence. The intention is rather to investigate perceptions of competence, since the informants 

themselves would not know the extent of their actual competence. People tend to make decisions 

whether to communicate or not based on their perceptions, at least in part, of how competent they 

believe they are (McCroskey & McCroskey 1988). There are indeed alternative methods to use 

to study actual competence, namely objective- and subjective observation. However, self-report 

is considered adequate for the present study.  

 

Variables in the study 

The third part of the survey consisted of a language background form. Participants were asked 

about their age, gender, which course and programme they were enrolled in, their native-like 

language proficiency (self-assessed) and their academic achievement for English only i.e. not for 

other subject areas. Lastly, participants were asked to assess how many hours a day they were in 

contact with the English language regarding their extra-curricular activities. The intention behind 

the background form was to find some social variability between participants regarding their 

communicative apprehensions - however this does not entail establishing a cause and effect 

relationship as that is outside the scope of this study.  

 

3.2. Participants 

The participants were sampled principally on practical grounds considering the time allotted and 

the limited opportunities available to gather data. According to Dörnyei (2007) the sample used 

for this study can be argued to be a combination of a random- and cluster sampling. This entails 

that the participants were random members of a population. However, there are still some clusters 

between the sample as they are gathered from a specific school and class – which could mean that 

they share some degree of commonality in the sense that they possibly share the same friends, 

peers, acquaintances, and have received similar input in an EFL classroom variables which could 

influence the results of the study. The main requirement for the participants was that they were 

studying an English course in at upper-secondary school. Precautions were taken to ensure that 

none of the upper-secondary schools was part of a language immersion programme where English 

is the lingua franca as this could influence the results of the survey.  

 

Procedure  

A pilot study was conducted to assess the employability of the research topic and questions, as 

well as the intended use of method. The pilot study proved invaluable in terms of how the 

questionnaire was devised, specifically the language and the addition of more variables in the 

background form. The feedback was specifically oriented towards the language which was used 

– in some cases there was a need for a more simplistic statement where a verb was changed in 

order to convey the meaning more clearly. Several variables were added to the background form 

– for instance, the programme the participants were enrolled in, as well as the question regarding 
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the extra-curricular activity – namely the number of hours participants were in contact with 

English and whether this content was receptive or productive. 

The survey was administered on four different occasions at two separate upper-

secondary schools located in Stockholm. The survey was administered after the participants 

signed a consent form with information regarding the content of the survey and the study. The 

consent form was also given orally in order to ensure that the content was conveyed correctly. A 

total of 117 informants chose to participate. However, in the end after loss of unintelligible data 

that number fell to 96. The present study saw a somewhat significant loss of useable responses 

due to intentional or unintentional misconduct, namely that some participants misunderstood the 

instruction or did not intend on giving an accurate portrayal of their communicative apprehension 

or self-perceived competence. This meant that some of the 21 participants entered the highest 

scores for every question or instead of giving a score from 0 to 100, wrote something unintelligible 

instead. Their survey results were excluded from the analysis all together.  

The conclusion of this study gives only an indication of the case regarding Swedish 

upper-secondary ESL/EFL learners as the sample size is too small to make any generalised claims. 

The average age of the participants was 16. There were forty-four females, forty-five males and 

three who preferred not to say. In terms of L1, 84 participants reported that their first language 

was Swedish. Apart from Swedish, some reported as being bilingual where their first language 

was either German, Arabic, Polish, Russian, Somali, Spanish and Tigrinya.  

   

 

3.3. Data Analysis 

The data analysis is based on the scores for the 96 participants and the numerical aspects of the 

study include the means, percentages, quartiles and standard deviations. The statistical analysis 

includes a Pearson’s correlation coefficient test, a two-sample T-Test and a student’s t-

distribution. Pearson’s correlation coefficient was used to measure the correlation between the 

CA and SPCC scores and the t-distribution was measured to assess the statistical significance 

between the two correlated samples. Two sample T-tests were used to determine if the means of 

two sets of data were significantly different from each other through a p-value. The data 

illustration in the results section will make use of both figures and tables for added reader-

friendliness as proposed by Dörnyei (2007).  

 

3.4. Limitations 

Surveys have some advantages such as being efficient for the researchers’ time, effort and 

resources. They are easy to construct, administer and allow for the collection of large amounts of 

data with which can be easily analysed with some accompanying software. However, there are 

also many inherent disadvantages, which have been specified by Dörnyei & Taguchi (2009). For 

instance, surveys can lead to simplistic or superficial answers if they are too complicated to 

understand. This can influence how surveys are filled in if they are not constructed in a manner 

which is clear and concise. This is particularly problematic if surveys are written in the 

participants’ second or third language (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2009). The consequence of a lengthy 

survey can lead to what is known as the fatigue effect. Dörnyei & Taguchi (2009) similarly argues 

that some participants might not be motivated to fill in surveys, but still do so out of the 

surrounding pressure. Participants who are unmotivated are also prone to provide unreliable 

information. The final point which Dörnyei & Taguchi (2009) raises and which is particularly 



 

9 

 

relevant for this study is the concept of self-deception, in the sense that participants may not give 

an accurate self-description regarding their English proficiency, communication apprehension or 

their perceived communicative competences.  

 

4. Results & Analysis 

The survey results will be presented in the following sections.  The compilation has been divided 

into two parts, sections 4.1 and 4.2. Section 4.1 presents the demographic information of the 

participants – which includes age, gender, course, language aptitude, English course grade, study 

degree alignment and extracurricular activity. The term participant and student are used 

interchangeably throughout the study. Section 4.2 will present an analysis of the PRCA and SPCC 

scores in their entirety as well as in subcategories. This part will also include an analysis of the 

relationship between the PRCA and SPCC scores. 

 

4.1. Demographic variables  

 
Figure 2a – Age range.   Figure 2b. Gender distribution 

 

As shown in figure 2A the participants’ age ranges from 15 to 18. A greater proportion of the 

participants were of ages 16 and 18 – amounting to 43% and 38% respectively. The 17-year-olds 

amounted to 14% and 15-year olds to 3%. Regarding gender, Figure 2b shows the proportion of 

participants who identify themselves as male and female was somewhat uniform, with the amount 

of males equivalent to 47% as opposed to the 50% female students. A small amount of the students 

preferred not to disclose their gender.  

 

  

3%

43%

14%

38%

15 16 17 18

47%
50%

3%

Male Female Prefer not to say

48%

33%

18%

English 5 English 6 English 7

34%

46%

15%

Monolingual Bilingual Trilingual
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                Figure 2c – Course enrolment                       Figure 2d – Language aptitude 

 

Figure 2c shows that most participants were enrolled in English 5, amounting to 48%, followed 

by English 6 at 33% and English 7 at 18%. Figure 2d shows the participants native-like language 

aptitude as assessed by themselves; this entails that the students were asked how many languages 

they spoke with native-like fluency, including English. The results of Figure 2d show that 34% 

of the participants considered themselves monolingual, 46% as bilingual and 15% as trilingual. 

 

 

 

                  Figure 3a – Grade distribution                   Figure 3b – Programme enrolment 

 

Figure 3a illustrates the final grade participants received for their previous course in English 

(appendix A). Most students received a course grade of B or C, amounting for 32% and 25%, 

respectively. 18% of the participants received an A as a final grade, 15% received D, and 9% 

received E. Regarding programme enrolment at upper-secondary school, Figure 3b shows a large 

majority of the students were enrolled in a vocational training programme amounting to 42%. 

What follows is the aesthetic programme, including alignment in media, music art of design at 

which 37% of participants attended. Finally, 20% of the participants were enrolled in a social 

science programme – including alignment in economics, psychology or law.  

  

 
            Figure 3c – Receptive engagement                     Figure 3d – Productive engagement 

  

Finally, the students were asked to assess their engagement with English outside of a classroom 

context. Figure 3c shows how many hours per day the participants were engaged with English 

receptively – e.g. reading news, a book, social media posts or listening to music, a podcast, 

watching a movie.  24% of the students reported that they engaged with English receptively for 

an hour to two a day. Most of the students, namely 42%, reported that they spent two-four hours 

18%

25%

32%

15%

9%

A B C D E

37%

42%

20%

Aesthetics (Including media, music, art &
design)
Vocational

Social Science (Including economics,
psychology &  law)

24%

42%

18%

15%

1-2 2-4 4-6 6-8

75%

12%

6%5%

1-2 2-4 4-6 6-8
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per day followed by 18% of the students who spent four to six hours a day and 15% six to eight 

and 24% at one to two hours. Figure 3d in turn illustrates how many hours per day the participants 

were engaged with English productively – contextualised as speaking and writing. This can 

include writing a journal, text messaging, social media posts and speaking in a variety of contexts. 

Nearly two thirds of all the participants reported that they engaged productively in English at an 

estimate of an hour to two a day. This question was in hindsight not formatted correctly, especially 

regarding the categorisation of how many hours participants engaged with English. However, 

some interpretation can be extrapolated from the first two brackets of receptive contra productive 

engagement. Namely that many students spent one to four hours a day engaged with English as 

an extra-curricular activity, less in productive engagement and more in receptive engagement. 

 

4.2. Summary & overview of results for PRCA & SPCC 

 

4.2.1 Personal Report of Communication Apprehension (PRCA-24) 

Table 1: Communication Apprehension Scores 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

CA score 

 

96 24 120 68,8 24,7 

 

Table 1 displays the minimum CA score reported is 24 whereas the maximum is 120. The mean 

score is 68.8 which indicates a moderate level of communication apprehension. The standard 

deviation is 24.7 which gives an indication of how much the scores deviate from the mean on 

both sides. Figure 4 illustrates the overall distribution of the PRCA-24 scores among the all 

participants. 

               

Figure 4 – bucketing according to grouping of low, moderate & high 

 

Figure 4 shows the number of students in each bucket according to the scoring of PRCA-24. 

Scores between 24 and 55 indicate a low level of CA, 55 and 83 a moderate level of CA and 83 

to 120 a high level of CA. 31 students out of 96 were categorised as low, 39 as moderate and 26 

as high.  

  

Table 2: Communication Apprehension Scores per category 

26

31

39
high

low

moderate

 N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 
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Table 2 shows the CA scores per category of the four contexts of communication apprehension 

as specified by the survey. As mentioned before, these contexts are group discussion, speaking in 

class, interpersonal conversation and public speaking. Any sub score above 18 indicates a degree 

of apprehension. 

 

 
Figure 5 – Boxplot of PRCA score distribution among participants 

 

Figure 5 gives an indication of how the scores are spread out between five variables – the outliers, 

minimum and maximum quartile, the median and the first and third quartile. The first quartile is 

the middle number between the smallest and the median of the data set known as the 25th 

percentile whereas the third quartile is the middle value between the median and the highest value 

of the data set known as the 75th percentile. As the means of the four sub scores have already been 

reported, this part will deal with the median and the quartiles. For instance, figure 5 shows that 

the median value is 16 for group discussion – the first quartile is 12 and the third is 20,75. 

Likewise, for the context of speaking in class the values show that the median is 16 whereas the 

first quartile shows 11,25 and the third quartile displays 21. For interpersonal conversations the 

median value is set at 16 whereas the first quartile shows a value of 12 and the third quartile is at 

21. Lastly, public speaking shows a median value of 18 whereas the value of the third quartile 

shows 24,75 and the first quartile amounts to 14. Regarding the four contexts, the boxplot shows 

the highest value for the first quartile as well as for the third quartile for the data set public 

speaking, i.e. giving a speech or a presentation in class.  

 

Group 

discussion 

96 6 30 16,55 6,42 

Speaking in 

class 

96 6 30 16,83 6,78 

Interpersonal 

conv. 

96 6 30 16,41 6,73 

Public 

speaking 

96 6 30 19,05 6,74 
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4.2.2 Self-Perceived Communicative Competence Scale (SPCC) 

 

Table 3: SPCC Scores 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

SPCC Scores 96 14 100 68 21.7 

 

Table 3 displays the mean and the standard deviation of the students’ self-perceived 

communicative competence scores. As shown, the minimum score of SPCC is 14 whereas the 

maximum is 100. The mean SPCC score among all participants is 68 and the standard deviation 

is 21.7. With a mean of 68, it can be concluded that the self-perceived communicative competence 

is at a moderate-to-high level among the participants.  

 

Table 4: SPCC Scores per category 

Table 5: SPCC Scores per categories 

 

Tables 4 & 5 show the SPCC scores per category with the context of public, meeting, group, dyad, 

stranger, acquaintance and friend. Tables 4 & 5 reveal a few trends, firstly that self-perceived 

communication in the context of strangers and meetings is lower than that with dyad, friend and 

acquaintance. Familiarity with context and members seems to be associated with a higher degree 

of perceived competence. The SPCC scores for public, meeting, group and dyad all reflect means 

that are moderate of self-perceived communicative competence. The SPCC score for stranger, 

acquaintance, friend reflect moderate level of SPCC. A caveat however is that the scores for friend 

and dyad are one to two points away respectively to be classified as high SPCC, indicating that 

students on average perceive their competence as higher in these two categories. 

 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Public 

Meeting 

Group 

Dyad 

96 

96 

96 

96 

0 

15 

0 

19 

100 

100 

100 

100 

63 

61 

69 

77 

25 

24 

25 

19 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Stranger 

Acquaint 

Friend 

 

96 

96 

96 

0 

15 

25 

100 

100 

100 

55 

73 

75 

28 

24 

21 
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Figure 6 – Boxplot of SPCC score distribution among participants 

 

Figure 6 shows the distribution of the SPCC scores among the participants. Like PRCA-24, the 

SPCC sub scores are set between a standardized value in order to calculate the level of SPCC in 

some basic communication contexts (see appendix B). For all the seven contexts, a different score 

is applied – for instance, for the context public speaking any score of 86 or higher indicates high 

SPCC whereas anything below 51 is regarded as low SPCC (see appendix B). Figure 6 illustrates 

that the median is 67 for public speaking. The third quartile shows an upper bracket of a score of 

84 whereas the first quartile shows a lower bracket of 47. For the context of meetings, the median 

score is set to 62 whereas the third quartile estimate an upper score of 82 and the first quartile is 

43. For perceived competence in group communication, the median shows an estimate of 75 and 

the third quartile value is 88 and the first quartile is set at 52. For perceived competence in the 

contexts of dyad, Figure 6 shows that the median is set at 83. The third quartile shows an upper 

score of 93 whereas the first quartile is 64. For perceived communication with strangers Figure 

6 shows that the both the mean and the median score is set at 55. The third quartile shows an 

upper bracket score of 78 whereas the first quartile is set at 34. For perceived communication with 

acquaintance the value median is at 80. The upper bracket of the third quartile shows a value of 

92 whereas the first quartile shows 54. Lastly, for perceived communication with friends, Figure 

6 illustrates that the median value is set at 81 whereas the upper and third quartile shows a score 

of 91 and the lower and first quartile shows 58. A few observations stand out from Figure 6. 

Firstly, the data set for stranger has a lower mean and a higher range, which can be the seen from 

the difference in the first and third quartile compared to the rest of the categories. Secondly, the 

data set for dyad has a high mean and smaller range, which indicates that many of the students 

self-identified consistently as highly competent in this category.  

 

4.3. PRCA in relation to sociolinguistic variables 

The following section investigates the Personal Report for Communication Apprehension scores 

in relation to some sociolinguistic factors. 

 

4.3.1 PRCA in relation to age & gender 

Figure 7a demonstrates the overall CA scores for the participants of different ages. The 

participants who reported that they were 15 years old had on average a CA score of 72 in 



 

15 

 

comparison to 60 for the 16 years old. However, there were only 3 participants who were 15 years 

old. For 17 years old and 18 years old the mean values are 75 respectively. In other words, 17 and 

18 years old were on average more apprehensive when communicating in English. This coincides 

with the conclusion drawn by Donovan & MacIntyre (2005) who found that younger informants 

demonstrated a lower degree of language anxiety than to the older informants amongst high 

school and university students. However, figure 7a also reveals that all four age groups on average 

seem to indicate a moderate level of communication apprehension. The medians for the ages are 

as follows: for 15 year olds the value is 85, for 16 and 17 years old the median is identical to the 

mean, namely 60 and 75 respectively. Lastly, for 18 years old the median value is slightly below 

the mean at 73. Figure 7a indicated that younger informants are less apprehensive than older ones 

and to test this observation, a t-test was used which showed a p-value<0.002 meaning that the null 

hypothesis can be rejected since there is a statistically significant difference between the 16 years 

old when compared to 17 & 18 years old.  

 

 
        Figure 7a – CA score in relation to age                Figure 7b – CA score in relation to gender 

 

Regarding gender, figure 7b shows that females on average had a CA score of 76 indicating a 

moderate-close-to-high level of CA in comparison to male participants, who on average reported 

a score of 60, a moderate-to-low level. These scores seem to indicate that female participants on 

average suffer more from CA than male participants. The median for the three categories is very 

close to the mean score or slightly higher, at 62 and 79 for males and females respectively. To 

test if the difference is significant, a t-test was used which showed a p-value<0.001. This means 

that the null hypothesis can be rejected since there is a statistically significant difference between 

male and female participants.  

 

4.3.2 PRCA in relation to course enrolment & language proficiency 

Figure 8a shows the relationship between the PRCA scores and the courses the participant were 

enrolled in when the survey was conducted. Figure 8a illustrates that English 6 & 7 students 

scored higher than their younger counterparts of English 5. The participants in English 6 reported 

a mean score of 74, English 7 a score of 77 whereas English 5 scored a mean of 66. English 5 had 

a median value 63 whereas English 6 and English 7 had 70,5 and 76, respectively. Figure 8a 

indicates that English 5 students were less apprehensive than English 6 & 7, however, by a rather 

small margin. These results were not statistically significant.  
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       Figure 8a – CA score in relation to course          Figure 8b – CA score in relation to language aptitude 

 

Figure 8b illustrates the participants’ general language proficiency by their own assessment. 

Monolinguals score at a mean value of 62 and a median value at 57 whereas bilinguals have a 

mean score of 74 and a median of 70,5. Lastly, trilinguals had a mean and median value of 66. 

The results indicate that monolinguals seem to be less communicatively apprehensive than self-

assessed bilinguals and trilinguals. All three categories report a moderate level of communication 

apprehension, albeit bilinguals with a mean of 74, are somewhat close to the bracket of high level 

of CA. However, the results for native-like proficiency were also not statistically significant. 

 

4.3.3 PRCA in relation to academic achievement & programme enrolment  

Figure 9a illustrates the CA scores of the participants in relation to their previous course grades 

in English. As shown in figure 9a, there seems to be a downward trend between academic 

achievement and communication apprehension. Grade A students reported the lowest levels of 

CA with a mean of 51 and a median of 39. It is followed by grade B students, with a median score 

of 61 and the mean value 62. Grade C, D and E students are relatively close to each other as grade 

C shows a mean of 76 and a median value of 74; grade D shows a mean of 78 with a median value 

of 74 and Grade E shows a mean of 82 with a median of 77. Figure 9a shows that the students 

with the highest academic achievement in English showed the lowest value of communication 

apprehension with a mean of 51 – which indicates a low level of CA. Following the same trend, 

students who received grade E showed the highest level of communication apprehension among 

all participants with a mean of 82, one point away from a high level of CA. Figure 9a seems to 

imply that there is a negative correlation between academic achievement and communication 

apprehension. To test if the results are statistically significant, a t-test was administered. A split 

in the survey population was made and the difference in means between the two resulting 

populations were tested. The first group was selected from grades A & B and the second group 

was selected from grades C, D & E. The difference in the means between those two subgroups of 

the population was statistically significant with a p-value<0.001.  
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  Figure 9a – CA score in relation to course grade        Figure 9b – CA score and programme enrolment 

 

Figure 9b shows the CA scores of the participants in relation to which programme they are 

currently enrolled in. The results show that participants who were enrolled in the aesthetics 

programme showed the lowest score of CA, followed by the participants in the social science and 

vocational programmes, respectively. The aesthetics programme shows a mean of 62 along with 

a median of 59 whereas the vocational programme shows a mean value of 72.5 with a slightly 

lower median at 71. Lastly, the social science programme shows a mean value of 73.5 with a 

median of 69. Figure 9b indicates that all three programmes show a moderate degree of CA. As 

to why this is the case is unknown. However, it does raise an interesting question regarding the 

relationship between students and personalities and different programmes.  

 

4.4. The relationship between PRCA & SPCC  

 
Figure 10 – Score correlation PRCA – SPCC 

 

Figure 10 illustrates the correlation between the PRCA and SPCC scores. As shown, there is an 

indication of a strong inverse correlation between the two sets of scores with a coefficient value 

of -0.75. When the value of the self-perceived communicative competence decreases, the value 

for the communication apprehension increases. However, it should be noted that it does not 
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identify a causal relationship. A student’s t-distribution test was used to calculate the significance 

of the negative correlation. The results were statistically significant with a p-value<0.000. 

 

5. Discussion 

5.1. Communication apprehension in relation to age 

The results for this study regarding the relationship between CA and age seemed to indicate that 

younger students on average were less apprehensive than their older counterparts. MacIntyre, 

Baker, Clément and Donovan (2003) studied the difference of age and sex in students’ willingness 

to communicate, communication apprehension, and self-perceived competence. Their study 

focused on French immersion programme students ranging from junior high to high school and 

university levels. Their results indicate that age influenced participants’ willingness to 

communicate – older students, especially older female students reported higher levels of CA. 

Similar results were found with younger French immersion students: the authors stated that 

perceived competence, and frequency of communication increased from grade 7 to 8, despite a 

drop in motivation and a steady level of anxiety across the three grades (MacIntyre et al. 2003). 

Onwuegbuzie, Bailey & Daley (1999) were similarly able to identify a correlation between the 

age of the participants and the degree of language anxiety, therein communication apprehension, 

that they suffered from. Their results indicated that language anxiety and the age of the participant 

showed a clear trend, namely that it increased with age, a conclusion they could draw in their 

study that examined 210 American college students who studied introductory courses in French, 

German & Japanese between the age of 18-71. By means of variance and trend analysis between 

first- and second-year university students, they also reported that younger students suffered from 

lower levels of foreign language anxiety and that this anxiety then increased linearly as a function 

dependent on the academic year (Onwuegbuzie et al. 1999). 

 

5.2. Communication apprehension in relation to gender 

The results regarding the relationship between communication apprehension and gender in this 

study seemed to indicate that female participants on average scored higher than male participants 

in their level of apprehension. These results support Jaasma (1997) who studied college students’ 

classroom communication apprehension. Jaasma’s (1997) study included 307 American 

participants at two universities using the Class Apprehension Participation Scale (CAPS). Their 

results indicated that female students reported a higher level of CCA than their male counterparts.  

Some room was also given to the underlying causes as to why female students had a higher CCA 

score. They concluded that self-esteem had an impact. However, it should be noted that Jaasma’s 

(1997) focus did not include the element of second or foreign language acquisition. 

A study which did focus on second language learning in relation to CA was 

conducted by Rafek, Ramli, Iksan, Harith & Abas (2014) which arrived at the same conclusion 

with Malaysian participants, namely that female students exhibited higher levels of 

communicative apprehension than males. Similarly, Faridizad & Simin (2015) studied the 

relationship between learners’ gender differences and communication apprehension regarding 

class participation in an Iranian EFL context. With a sample size of 140 undergraduate students 

studying English literature and translation, Faridizad & Simin could provide further evidence for 
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the results that female students in general experienced a higher level of CA than male students 

regardless of situation.  

Contrary to what has been established, an extensive study conducted by 

Piechurska-Kuciel (2012) declared that there was no difference between females and males as 

they both displayed high levels of language anxiety. The study was conducted among 621 

participants at various Polish upper-secondary schools using the instrument of PRCA with the 

explicit intention to study the influence of gender on communication apprehension. 

In conclusion, despite some research supporting this study’s findings about the role 

of gender and CA, there is still an element of ambiguity to the variable of gender which signal 

further need for research, possibly alongside other elements to shed light on this aspect of CA. 

  

5.3. Communication apprehension in relation to academic 

achievement 

Research regarding the relationship between academic achievement and communication 

apprehension in a second language learning context is far and few in between. However, some 

studies are still relevant to some extent. Cristobal & Lasaten (2018) studied oral communication 

apprehension and the academic performance of grade 7 students in English, Mathematics and 

Science. The data consisted of the Personal Report of Communication Apprehension (PRCA-24) 

and report cards for the school years. They reported that there was a significant relationship 

between a high level of oral communication apprehension and a lower academic achievement. 

With a five-point grade scale like as used in this study, they found that a significant correlation 

coefficient which indicates academic achievement was affected by communication apprehension 

in all three core subjects:  

This study, therefore, discloses that if students experience a significant level of oral 

communication apprehension, they are more likely to have lower academic performance. On 

the other hand, if they experience lower level of oral communication apprehension, they are 

more likely to obtain higher academic performance (Cristobal & Lasaten, 2018, p. 15). 

This inverse correlation was similarly found in a study by Ali & Fei (2017) who studied foreign 

language classroom anxiety among Iraqi students and the relationship between CA and academic 

achievement. 

In conclusion, there is solid research supporting this study’s finding between the 

relationship of CA and academic achievement. Students who exhibit high levels of 

communication apprehension are also likely to receive lower grades.  

 

5.4. Communication apprehension in relation to programme 

enrolment 

The results of this study indicated that the students’ choice of programme did influence their 

communication apprehension scores. As a reminder, the results show that students who were 

enrolled in an aesthetic programme were the least apprehensive – this included subject areas such 

as media, music, art & design, followed by vocational, and social sciences (including economics, 

psychology & law). Arquero, Fernández-Polvillo and Valladares-García (2017) explored 

communication apprehension in relation to students’ educational choices in Spanish secondary 

education. Measuring CA along with vocational counsellors’ advice for students, they found that 

CA influenced students’ educational choices for higher education. The results indicate that on 
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average, students opt for different subject areas depending on their presented levels of CA. For 

social and health sciences and arts, the mean score of CA is 14.80 whereas for pure sciences, 

engineering and architecture, the mean value is higher. According to Arquero et al. (2017) this 

indicated that students who chose more numerate, technical studies presented higher levels of CA 

compared to those who chose social sciences. They argued that these results “suggest that there 

is a self-selection process where high CA students avoid those educational paths perceived as 

needing higher communication skills to succeed” (Arquero et al, 2017, p. 954). Following the 

argumentation put forward by Arquero et al. (2017) that a self-selection occurs in the student’s 

educational choice, the results of this study can be explained. To some extent, a self-selection can 

also be argued to occur with the participants for this study:  students who enroll in degrees that 

require them to communicate more often, and in a variety of contexts, are less likely to be 

apprehensive. A degree in an aesthetic programme is rooted in developing students’ knowledge 

in and about aesthetic forms of expression and how this is perceived contemporary, historically, 

culturally and communicatively (Skolverket Lgr 11, 2019). A degree in a social science 

programme would arguably have less demands in communicative competence, where the focus 

is shifted more so as to understand different concepts and exercise the written language more. For 

instance, the social science programme is rooted in understanding the social conditions in Sweden 

and the rest of the world, and the interaction between living conditions, society and how these 

change over time (Skolverket Lgr 11, 2019).   

 

5.5. The interaction between WTC, SPCC and communication 

apprehension 

Some patterns seem to emerge from the results of the survey in relation to the theory of WTC, 

namely that the component of control, affiliation and L2 self-confidence influence participants’ 

willingness to communicate. For instance, in the results per category of the SPCC score the 

category of stranger yielded the lowest score. This seems to imply that affiliation for students in 

this study was key in their willingness to communicate. The more familiar they were with the 

person they were speaking to, the more competent they deemed themselves to be. This is even 

more evident by comparing the category of stranger with a mean of 55 and the category of friend 

with a mean of 75. The SPCC results reveal that self-confidence is also a strong predictor of a 

student’s willingness to communicate in English. The students who perceived themselves as 

competent in a variety of contexts to speak English also had the lowest levels of communication 

apprehension. The results in term of these sociolinguistic factors indicate a strong relationship 

among the variables studied.  

The relationship between the PRCA scores and the SPCC scores is in line with 

previous findings. Liu (2006) reported that proficiency in English regarding listening and 

speaking skills decreased as the participants’ apprehension levels increased. This proficiency was 

not self-perceived, however.  Similarly, Barraclough et al. (1988) & Croucher (2013) reported 

that there was a negative correlation for CA scores and the participants’ willingness to 

communicate as well as their perceived communicative competence skills. Croucher (2003) 

writes “[t]here is a dearth of CA, SPCC, and WTC literature in varied cultural contexts, with very 

little research conducted in Europe and none in France. Thus, these results further our theoretical 

understanding and support the robustness of previous findings” (p. 13).  
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5.6. Summary and closing discussion 

This study intended to answer the following research questions: “How prevalent is 

communication apprehension amongst upper-secondary Swedish ESL/EFL students’ in relation 

to various sociolinguistic factors?” and “Is there a correlation between students’ scoring on the 

Personal Report on Communication Apprehension and the Self-Perceived Communication 

Competence Scale?”. Firstly, this study found that communication apprehension was, in fact, 

prevalent among upper-secondary Swedish ESL/EFL students. Most notably, the context which 

provoked the highest apprehension was related to public speaking, i.e. giving a presentation or 

speech in class. Despite moderate findings, previous research confirms that this apprehension is 

pervasive enough to negatively influence the students’ academic achievements and aspirations 

(MacIntyre & Gardner 1994: Horwitz et al., 1986). The results indicated a few trends also in terms 

of social factors. Some differences were found among the students concerning for instance 

academic English achievement. Students who reported that they received the highest marks 

correspondingly reported lower levels of communication apprehension. Other findings include 

that younger students were less communicatively apprehensive than their older peers; female 

students reported higher levels of CA in comparison to their male counterparts. Similarly, 

language aptitude influenced CA scores which meant that students who identified as 

monolinguals were less apprehensive, followed by trilinguals and bilinguals. Moreover, students 

who studied English 5 were on average less apprehensive, followed by English 6 and English 7, 

respectively. Additionally, results also indicate that students who were enrolled in an aesthetic 

programme were the least apprehensive, followed by students in the vocational programme and 

then the social science programme. 

Secondly, this study disclosed a strong negative correlation between the 

participant’s reported communication apprehension scores and their self-perceived 

communication competence scores – this suggests that participants’ CA score decreases as their 

SPCC levels increase. 

 

5.7. Future research 

This degree project is based on a small study with an even smaller sample size that was restricted 

by time constraint, availability and to some extent, strategy. These features presented limitations 

for the study; however, the findings provide some indications that this field of study is relevant 

in the context of Swedish ESL/EFL students and language teachers. Firstly, future research could 

focus on communication apprehension, self-perceived communication competence in relation to 

authentic communication competence in English. Including the aspect of communication 

competence in English through proficiency tests or similar could provide additional findings since 

as mentioned, self-perceived competence is constructed on perception alone. Secondly, further 

research can also investigate the relationship between apprehension and willingness to 

communicate in a Swedish ESL/EFL context in more detail, by looking into how much value is 

attributed to each of the layers and how do relate to motivation, to self-confidence, to social 

climate or to personality etc. Thirdly, a limitation for this degree project was the choice of 

instruments employed. As mentioned before, surveys have inherent disadvantages attached to 

them so further research could make alterations to the Personal Report of Communication 

Apprehension (PRCA-24) and the Self-Perceived Communication Competence Scale. 

Modifications can be made for these instruments so that they are better suited for the target group, 

which in this context would be Swedish second- or foreign language learners of English. Up until 
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now and throughout this study, the instruments used to measure apprehension were not targeted 

towards specific languages, and to some extent, originally intended to measure first language 

apprehension. The instruments are also somewhat dated; modifications could be made to alter this 

as well so that they rather reflect current trends in second language acquisition research or learning 

contexts.  
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Appendix A: Background form 

1. How old are you? 

2. What is your gender? 

3. Which course are you currently taking? 

4. How many languages do you speak fluently? (Native-like fluency = infödd-
likt flyt) 

5. What is your mother tongue? (the first language you came into contact 
with, not necessarily what you are most fluent in) 

6. Which programme at gymnasiet are you currently enrolled in? 

7. Which grade did you receive in your last course in English? (For example, 
if you are studying English 6, what final grade did you get for English 5? 

8. Extra-curricular interest/interests - Roughly, how many hours a day are 
you RECEPTIVELY in contact with the English language? (Receptive 
means listening and reading) 

9. Extra-curricular interest/interests - Roughly, how many hours a day are 
you PRODUCTIVELY in contact with the English language? (Productive 
means speaking and writing) 
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Appendix B: SPCC & Scoring formula 

Directions: Below are twelve situations in which you might need to communicate. 

Please indicate how competent you believe you are to communicate in each of the 

situations described below.  Indicate in the space provided at the left of each item your 

estimate of your competence.   
Presume 0 = completely incompetent and 100 = competent.    

   

_____1. Present a talk to a group of strangers.   

_____2. Talk with an acquaintance.   

_____3. Talk in a large meeting of friends.   

_____4. Talk in a small group of strangers.   

_____5. Talk with a friend.   

_____6. Talk in a large meeting of acquaintances.   

_____7. Talk with a stranger.   

_____8. Present a talk to a group of friends.   

_____9. Talk in a small group of acquaintances.   

_____10. Talk in a large meeting of strangers.   

_____11. Talk in a small group of friends.   

_____12. Present a talk to a group of acquaintances.    

   

Scoring:  To compute the sub scores, add the percentages for the items indicated and 

divide the total by the number indicated below.   

Public                          1 + 8 + 12; divide by 3.   

Meeting                       3 + 6 + 10; divide by 3.   

Group                          4 + 9 + 11; divide by 3.   

Dyad                            2 + 5 + 7; divide by 3.   

Stranger                       1 + 4 + 7 + 10; divide by 4.   

Acquaintance               2 + 6 + 9 + 12; divide by 4.   

Friend                          3 + 5 + 8 + 11; divide by 4.   

To compute the total SPCC score, add the sub scores for Stranger, Acquaintance, and 

Friend. Then, divide that total by 3.   

Public   > 86 High SPCC   < 51 Low SPCC   

Meeting   > 85 High SPCC   < 51 Low SPCC   

Group   > 90 High SPCC   < 61 Low SPCC   

Dyad   > 93 High SPCC   < 68 Low SPCC   

Stranger   > 79 High SPCC   < 31 Low SPCC   

Acquaintance   > 92 High SPCC   < 62 Low SPCC   

Friend   > 99 High SPCC   < 76 Low SPCC   

Total   > 87 High SPCC   < 59 Low SPCC   
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Appendix C: PRCA & Scoring formula 

DIRECTIONS: This instrument is composed of twenty-four statements concerning 

feelings about communicating with other people. Please indicate the degree to which 

each statement applies to you by marking whether you strongly agree (1-SA), agree 

(2-A), undecided (3-U), disagree (4-D), or strongly disagree (5-SD).  
  

Work quickly; record your first impression.  
  

Question  Response  

1. I dislike participating in group discussions when speaking English.  1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

2. Generally, I am comfortable while participating in group discussions while 

speaking English. 

1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 – 

SD 

3. I am tense and nervous while participating in group discussions while speaking 

English. 

1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

4. I like to get involved in group discussions while speaking English. 1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

5. Engaging in a group discussion with new people makes me tense and nervous 

while speaking English. 

1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

6. I am calm and relaxed while participating in group discussions while speaking 

English.  

1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

7. Generally, I am nervous when I must participate in class while speaking English. 1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

8. Usually I am calm and relaxed participating in class while speaking English  1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

9. I am very calm and relaxed when I am called upon to express an opinion during 

English class 

1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

10. I am afraid to express myself in the English classroom 1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

11. Communicating in the classroom in English makes me uncomfortable. 1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

12. I am very relaxed when answering questions in English during class. 1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

13. While participating in a conversation with a classmate in English, I feel very 

nervous. 

1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

14. I have no fear of speaking up in conversations during class when speaking 

English. 

1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

15. Usually I am very tense and nervous in conversations during class when 

speaking English. 

1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

16. Usually I am very calm and relaxed in conversations during class when 

speaking English 

1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

17. While talking with a new classmate in English, I feel very relaxed.  1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

18. I am afraid to speak up in conversations during class when speaking English 1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

19. I have no fear when I give a speech or presentation in English. 1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

20. Parts of my body feel very tense and rigid (stel) while giving a speech or 

presentation in class in English 

1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

21. I feel relaxed while giving a speech or presentation in class in English  1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

22. My thoughts become confused and jumbled when I am giving a speech or 

presentation in class in English 

1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 
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23. I face the idea of giving a speech or presentation in class in English with 

confidence. 

1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

24. While I give a speech or presentation in class in English, I get so nervous I 

forget facts I really know. 

1 - SA  2 - A  3 - U  4 - D  5 - SD 

 

Scoring Formula 
  

Compute sub scores for four communication contexts–group discussions, meetings, 

interpersonal conversations, and public speaking– and an overall communication 

apprehension (CA) score. Strongly agree=1 point, agree=2 points, undecided=3 points, 

etc.  

  

Sub scores  Scoring Formula  

Group discussion  18+scores for items 2, 4, and 6;   

– scores for items 1, 3, and 5  

  

Meetings   18+scores for items 8, 9, and 12;   

– scores for items 7, 10, and 11  

  

Interpersonal conversations  18+scores for items 14, 16, and 17;   

– scores for items 13, 15, and 18  

  

Public speaking  18+scores for items 19, 21, and 23;    

– scores for items 20, 22, and 24  

  

  

Scores on the four contexts (groups, meetings, interpersonal conversations, and public 
speaking) can range from a low of 6 to a high of 30. Any score above 18 indicates some 
degree of apprehension.  
  

To determine overall CA score, add together all four sub scores.  

  

Your score should range between 24 and 120. If your score is below 24 or above 120, 

you have made a mistake in computing the score.   
  

Scores between 83 and 120 indicate a high level of communication apprehension.  

 

Scores between 55 and 83 indicate a moderate level of communication 

apprehension.  
  

Scores between 24 and 55 indicate a low level of communication 

apprehension.  
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Appendix D: Data for PRCA-24 scores 

 
 

    

Respond  Group discu Speaking in class Interper conv Public CA score Bracket 

1  6 6 6 6 24 low 

2  6 6 6 6 24 low 

3  10 7 6 6 29 low 

4  26 27 30 29 112 high 

5  9 8 10 17 44 low 

6  12 7 7 10 36 low 

7  7 7 6 10 30 low 

8  22 21 20 22 85 high 

9  11 12 7 6 36 low 

10  6 6 6 6 24 low 

11  23 27 23 30 103 high 

12  29 21 28 26 104 high 

13  7 7 8 17 39 low 

14  20 10 16 20 66 mod 

15  8 11 11 16 46 low 

16  18 23 19 17 77 mod 

17  19 21 25 25 90 high 

18  7 10 8 13 38 low 

19  20 26 21 25 92 high 

20  14 9 8 11 42 low 

21  11 12 7 9 39 low 

22  11 8 8 12 39 low 

23  19 15 17 25 76 mod 

24  13 16 13 9 51 low 

25  26 27 25 29 107 high 

26  14 21 15 28 78 mod 

27  20 18 18 18 74 mod 

28  17 12 17 25 71 mod 

29  13 12 9 21 55 low 

30  18 24 15 23 80 mod 

31  15 9 14 19 57 mod 

32  21 13 17 27 78 mod 

33  22 28 27 29 106 high 

34  14 21 13 30 78 mod 

35  18 16 17 17 68 mod 

36  13 15 16 14 58 mod 

37  18 16 17 18 69 mod 

38  15 18 17 18 68 mod 

39  16 16 16 17 65 mod 

40  8 8 7 10 33 low 

41  18 9 13 12 52 low 

42  29 27 28 25 109 high 

43  20 18 13 22 73 mod 

44  24 30 30 30 114 high 

45  15 18 21 18 72 mod 

46  26 26 21 20 93 high 

47  30 30 30 30 120 high 

48  12 16 16 18 62 mod 
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49  11 9 12 14 46 low 

50  12 13 13 13 51 low 

51  6 17 13 17 53 low 

52  19 23 18 23 83 mod 

53  21 25 23 18 87 high 

54  28 18 30 30 106 high 

55  24 20 19 25 88 high 

56  10 12 11 12 45 low 

57  13 18 12 21 64 mod 

58  13 12 12 13 50 low 

59  25 25 24 27 101 high 

60  16 18 18 12 64 mod 

61  7 16 15 17 55 low 

62  9 9 12 17 47 low 

63  11 10 7 11 39 low 

64  21 18 18 18 75 mod 

65  27 23 25 24 99 high 

66  28 28 24 23 103 high 

67  25 28 25 24 102 high 

68  23 25 22 24 94 high 

69  30 30 30 30 120 high 

70  26 30 30 30 116 high 

71  10 8 9 12 39 low 

72  20 18 19 17 74 mod 

73  18 26 21 28 93 high 

74  11 10 8 12 41 low 

75  15 14 18 20 67 mod 

76  17 15 15 16 63 mod 

77  15 19 14 22 70 mod 

78  13 21 27 30 91 high 

79  15 16 10 17 58 mod 

80  18 17 18 18 71 mod 

81  18 18 20 21 77 mod 

82  14 15 18 24 71 mod 

83  20 19 17 18 74 mod 

84  13 13 12 23 61 mod 

85  15 15 14 16 60 mod 

86  14 11 12 29 66 mod 

87  13 12 11 14 50 low 

88  29 28 25 24 106 high 

89  22 23 19 28 92 high 

90  16 18 18 18 70 mod 

91  8 16 16 18 58 mod 

92  17 14 15 13 59 mod 

93  18 18 19 17 72 mod 

94  20 17 21 16 74 mod 

95  6 6 6 10 28 low 

96  13 11 12 14 50 low 

 
 

      

Minimum  6 6 6 6  

Maximum  30 30 30 30  

Mean  16,55 16,83 16,40 19,05  

STD  6,41 6,77 6,73 6,73  
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Appendix E: Data for SPCC Scores 

Respondent        

 Public Meeting Group Dyad Stranger Acquaintance Friend Overall 

1 99 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

2 100 83 100 100 88 100 100 96 

3 100 97 100 100 98 100 100 99 

4 50 20 65 62 34 53 61 50 

5 80 73 73 83 65 88 80 78 

6 77 77 80 83 79 68 91 79 

7 95 94 92 100 87 100 99 95 

8 53 57 70 67 33 98 55 62 

9 99 81 85 98 87 97 88 91 

10 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

11 40 53 63 62 14 75 75 55 

12 17 15 22 22 9 18 30 19 

13 99 96 100 100 99 99 100 99 

14 17 20 30 37 23 30 25 26 

15 79 82 92 97 81 92 90 88 

16 82 83 53 78 66 74 83 74 

17 16 22 37 50 28 18 48 31 

18 94 69 95 93 77 95 92 88 

19 67 56 68 80 43 99 61 68 

20 92 92 93 93 80 99 99 93 

21 89 87 88 97 87 90 94 90 

22 97 97 97 100 93 100 100 98 

23 73 68 85 87 70 81 84 78 

24 80 77 83 73 53 100 83 78 

25 80 18 52 75 50 60 59 56 

26 50 100 100 100 88 88 88 88 

27 70 70 70 73 70 70 73 71 

28 79 44 76 83 42 85 86 71 

29 92 83 95 95 76 100 98 91 

30 15 17 30 45 9 29 43 27 

31 57 48 63 83 41 69 79 63 

32 67 93 93 100 73 95 98 88 

33 80 87 87 90 80 90 88 86 

34 57 50 60 80 35 70 80 62 

35 67 60 93 97 60 80 98 79 

36 77 63 77 83 65 76 84 75 

37 83 80 83 85 80 86 82 83 

38 70 67 100 83 58 87 95 80 

39 50 60 57 67 43 60 73 58 

40 97 83 93 97 95 95 88 93 

41 90 87 83 93 75 90 100 88 

42 0 23 0 32 1 15 25 14 

43 65 63 75 77 53 74 84 70 

44 25 22 40 57 9 50 49 36 

45 36 32 54 50 39 38 52 43 

46 53 37 73 64 8 75 88 57 

47 57 67 60 67 0 93 95 63 

48 67 57 57 50 55 60 58 58 
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49 90 83 93 93 98 81 91 90 

50 84 77 81 88 78 87 83 82 

51 77 73 93 93 75 90 88 84 

52 40 23 47 40 20 43 50 38 

53 42 37 52 55 26 54 59 46 

54 37 40 33 40 30 35 48 38 

55 43 47 43 67 55 45 50 50 

56 85 85 85 91 76 91 92 87 

57 67 53 87 90 60 83 80 74 

58 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 

59 60 50 60 63 43 58 75 58 

60 36 27 24 67 42 33 40 39 

61 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

62 90 87 100 100 93 98 93 94 

63 85 77 87 88 70 91 91 84 

64 50 60 57 73 45 65 70 60 

65 47 47 53 58 25 71 58 51 

66 13 20 10 57 0 30 45 25 

67 0 33 0 60 0 33 38 23 

68 43 33 37 20 30 30 40 33 

69 30 29 28 60 24 40 46 37 

70 37 37 43 77 13 85 48 48 

71 85 80 88 85 74 88 93 85 

72 47 47 40 48 36 50 50 45 

73 43 56 76 100 65 90 52 69 

74 90 92 97 100 90 100 94 95 

75 73 58 74 77 66 73 74 71 

76 73 88 77 93 85 83 81 83 

77 60 37 73 93 45 80 73 66 

78 50 43 67 80 60 33 88 60 

79 70 73 75 83 75 71 80 75 

80 57 50 57 60 53 53 63 56 

81 70 60 83 86 35 100 90 75 

82 57 53 47 80 33 58 88 59 

83 68 67 73 87 63 73 86 74 

84 50 70 85 87 53 86 80 73 

85 80 72 78 78 80 73 79 77 

86 67 73 73 67 30 80 100 70 

87 78 65 85 92 56 93 91 80 

88 27 37 40 77 35 70 30 45 

89 18 43 33 83 31 40 63 45 

90 47 40 50 64 36 54 61 50 

91 52 30 47 67 43 51 53 49 

92 70 67 87 85 68 85 79 77 

93 47 43 55 58 46 51 55 51 

94 42 53 79 72 34 72 79 62 

95 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

96 85 82 91 87 83 88 88 86 

         

Minimum 0 15 0 20 0 15 25  

Maximum 100 100 100 100 100 100 100  

Mean  63 61 69 77 55 73 75  

STD 25 24 25 19 28 24 21  
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