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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Student samples are regularly used in research. While student sam- Received 3 August 2023
ples are convenient and easy to access, the use of such samples ~ Accepted 2 August 2024
has been criticized for exposing theories and research to internal KEYWORDS

validity threats, as students are not representative of the general Sampling; validity;
population. Using argumentativeness and verbal aggressiveness as communication scales;
contexts for analysis, this study explores the extent to which stu- argumentativeness;
dent and non-student samples differ in published empirical ~ verbal aggressiveness

research. We found that in the case of the original verbal aggres-
sion and argumentativeness measures, sample type did not moder-
ate the means among argumentativeness and verbal aggressiveness
studies. We discuss the implications of these findings in terms of
student vs. non-student samples.

Examinations of the debate over the representativeness of university student samples
can be found in numerous disciplines over the past five decades including accounting
(Ashton and Kramer 1980), consumer research (Peterson 2001; Peterson and Merunka
2014), human resources (Covin and Brush 1993), management (Gordon, Slade, and
Schmitt 1986; Greenberg 1987), organizational psychology (Wheeler et al. 2014),
social psychology (Sears 1986), tax (Marriott 2014), and communication (Abelman
1996; Basil 1996; Courtright 1996, Meltzer, Naab, and Daschmann 2012). Opinions
on the issue of the use of university students differ. Many support the use of such
samples as a point for comparison with other groups (Basil 1996). Others in support
of university student samples have argued such samples are more homogeneous,
which provides validity advantages for empirical examinations (Peterson 2001).
Moreover, such samples are cheap and easily accessible, which affords researchers
more opportunities to explore phenomena. Those who question the use of such
samples have criticized the validity of these convenience samples (e.g. Potter, Cooper,
and Dupagne 1993; Sears 1986), and the weaker sense of self among adolescents
used to generalize to the population (Sears 1986). Researchers have asserted
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individuals between 18 and 25year-olds (often labelled adolescents), who make up
the bulk of university samples often do not have a firm or established self-definition,
as they are still developing a sense of identity (Cauffman and Steinberg 2000).
Researchers have also asserted this population will differ from the general “adult”
population, as many 18-25year-old do not consider themselves to be fully developed
adults (Nelson and Barry 2005). Sears (1986) and Peterson (2001) asserted adolescent
development has potential effects on the validity of university student samples, and
thus how 18-25year-olds respond to a survey may differ from older individuals. It
is this difference the current study examines.

The Argumentativeness Scale (Infante and Rancer 1982) and the Verbal
Aggressiveness Scale (Infante and Wigley 1986) are two of the most used and cited
communication measures exploring aggression (Kotowski et al. 2009). A review of
studies using these measures was conducted to see if there is a consistent difference
in the way university students vs. adults respond to these measures.

Concerns with using university/student samples
Validity

In 1966, Smart asked if researchers knew what was “going on, psychologically, in
the big world beyond the university” (Smart 1966, p. 12) due to the overuse of
student-recruited samples. Researchers have continued to ask such questions about
external validity and student-recruited samples in social scientific research for decades
(Meltzer, Naab, and Daschmann 2012; Peterson 2001). Wheeler et al. (2014) asserted
student-recruited samples represent a significant threat to validity, particularly exter-
nal validity. Campbell and Stanley (1963) stated, “external validity asks the question
of generalizability: To what populations, settings, treatment variables, and measure-
ment variables can this effect be generalized?” (p. 5). Student-recruited samples are
often criticized as non-representative of the population, leading to invariance of
measures (Schmitt and Kuljanin 2008). Such samples also often have selection biases
that impact data normality and data dependency (Wheeler et al. 2014). Students
are also a more homogeneous population. Such samples have less variability and
are typically convenience samples that yield less generalizability to a target population
(Lucas 2003).

However, those who see student-recruited samples as an asset do not see these
samples as lacking external validity. Meltzer, Naab, and Daschmann (2012) for
example stated:

The issue with student convenience samples, however, is not “making generalizations,
but testing them” (Mook 1983, 380). As they are cheap and readily accessible, student
convenience samples enable researchers to take risks with their research and explore
ideas that may appear farfetched. Furthermore, in many cases it is not the “real world”
that researchers seek to understand, but rather the validity of a theoretical approach
by predicting a larger population’s behaviour under circumstances. (p. 252)

The authors went on to claim student-recruited samples are more of an asset than
a threat to research and that internal validity is more likely threatened when
student-recruited samples are used.
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Sense of self and internal validity

Internal validity refers to the degree of confidence and precision with which
researchers can confidently claim relationships or effects are trustworthy and not
influenced by confounding factors/variables. Researchers critical of student-recruited
samples have asserted such samples pose a threat to internal validity because
university students lack requisite experience and knowledge to adequately respond
to most survey questions (Bello et al. 2009). Carlson (1971) for example asserted
typical university students are “unfinished personalities” in adult development
(p- 212). Sears (1986) argued that compared to older adults (more than 25years
of age), university students have less developed attitudes, have an under developed
sense of self, higher cognitive skills, are more likely to comply with authority,
have less stable peer groups, and have more experience with experiments/research.
Such samples are also more sensitive to demand effects as a result of university
students being more able to detect the purpose of the research (Clark 1996). In
fact, research on demand effects has supported the argument that experience
with experiments can lead to biased responses (Hertwig and Ortmann 2008).
Moreover, research on emotions such as fear, anger, and aggression have largely
been based on university students (Nelson and Barry 2005). Such samples run
the risk of limiting understanding and/or over/under-estimating theoretical rela-
tionships, as the research is unable to accurately detect effects in the “average”
population due to limited sampling (Peterson 2001) and risks the possibility of
demand effects.

Researchers have questioned such internal validity challenges. Basil (1996) ques-
tioned the assertion that adolescents (the age range for many university students)
are not fully emotionally and psychologically developed. In fact Basil (1996) asserted
individuals categorized as adolescents should be considered “adults” He asserted it
would be more problematic to not study their attitudes and behaviors to provide
points of comparison to other groups. Basil (1996) also questioned the argument
that this group is more compliant to authority, supporting the use of objective
measures as a way to reduce compliance.

Argumentativeness and verbal aggressiveness scales review
Aggressive communication

While the study of aggression has a rich history in psychology, Infante (1987)
asserted the study of aggression in communication was limited by the lack of a
“comprehensive and unified conception of aggressiveness as a personality trait” (p.
161). Infante (1987) defined aggression as: “An interpersonal behaviour may be
considered aggressive if it applies force physically or symbolically in order, minimally,
to dominate and perhaps damage or, maximally, to defeat and perhaps destroy to
locus of attack” (p. 158). Rancer and Avtgis (2014) keenly pointed out that aggressive
communication is not inherently bad. While some aggressive behaviors may be
inappropriate, others are appropriate, depending on how constructive and destructive
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the communication is. Whether a communicative act is constructive/destructive is
based on the following (Infante 1987):

a. When one person in a dyad feels that the act is constructive or destructive,
(b) when both persons in the dyad agree on whether the act was constructive
or destructive, (c) when an observer deems the act to be either constructive
or destructive, and (d) whether the act is consistent with societal norms for
classifying the act as constructive or destructive. (p. 163)

Assertiveness and argumentativeness are considered constructive communication
traits, while hostility and verbal aggressiveness are considered destructive traits.

Argumentativeness and the argumentativeness scale

Argumentativeness is conceptually defined as a trait that “predisposes people to
advocate positions on controversial issues while attacking verbally the positions
which other people take on these issues” (Infante and Rancer 1982, p. 72). Infante
and Rancer (1982) developed a 20-item scale to measure an individual’s general
trait argumentativeness (ARGgy), which is the predisposition to approach argument
(ARG,,) minus the predisposition to avoid argument (ARG,,). Research has demon-
strated that ARGy, as a form of aggressive communication, is a significant factor
in numerous communicative contexts: interpersonal, organizational, mediated, per-
suasive, instructional, cross-cultural, intercultural, etc. (see Croucher et al. 2020;
Levine et al. 2012; Rancer and Avtgis 2014 for reviews).

The Argumentativeness Scale was developed through a series of studies among
U.S. university students. Initially the scale had 45 items, before it was reduced to
20 items through a series of reliability and factor analyses (Infante and Rancer
1982). The final scale includes 10 items that measure ARG,, and 10 items that
measure ARG,,. The scale is a Likert-type scale (1 =Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree,
3 =Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree). Among U.S. university
samples, the scale has shown consistent reliability as calculated with Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha (Infante and Rancer 1996; Kotowski et al. 2009). While the scale
tends to show reliability (in U.S. student samples), there is controversy over the
scale. The scale’s wording of items, validity, whether the scale measures behaviors
or predispositions, social desirability bias, and lack of sampling representativeness
have all been questioned (Croucher et al. 2020; Dowling and Flint 1990; Hamilton
and Mineo 2002; Infante, Rancer, and Wigley 2011; Nicotera 1996; Nicotera and
Robinson 2010). The dimensionality of the scale has faced particular criticism.
Researchers have debated whether the scale has a bi or uni-dimensional factor
structure (Croucher et al. 2017, 2020; Infante, Rancer, and Wigley 2011; Kotowski
et al. 2009; Levine et al. 2012).

Verbal Aggressiveness and Verbal Aggressiveness scale

Verbal aggressiveness is “the tendency to attack the self-concepts of individuals
instead of, or in addition to, their positions on topics of communication” (Infante
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and Wigley 1986, p. 61). This trait has traditionally been measured using Infante
and Wigley (1986) Verbal Aggressiveness Scale. Verbal aggressiveness, like argu-
mentativeness, has been studied in numerous contexts: interpersonal, organiza-
tional, cross-cultural/intercultural, mediated, etc. (see Infante 1989; Infante and
Rancer 1982; Infante, Rancer, and Wigley 2011; Suzuki and Rancer 1994 for
reviews).

The Verbal Aggressiveness Scale was developed through a series of studies among
U.S. university students. The scale initially had 30 items before being reduced to
20 items. Analysis revealed two factors, positively and negatively worded items.
Infante and Wigley (1986) suggested these two factors should be combined as the
two factors combine to form one dimension. The scale is a Likert-type scale
(1=Almost never true, 2=Rarely true, 3=0Occasionally true, 4=Often true, 5= Almost
always true). The scale has shown consistent reliability among U.S. university student
samples (Rancer and Avtgis 2014). While the scale, like the Argumentativeness Scale,
has shown consistent reliability among U.S. student samples, there is extensive debate
over the scale’s validity and whether the scale measures behaviors or predispositions
(Infante, Rancer, and Wigley 2011). The most attention has been paid to the dimen-
sionality of the scale. Questions such as whether the scale has a bi or uni-dimensional
factor structure are common. In addition, researchers have argued the scale measures
verbal aggressiveness and a form of benevolence, an unintended factor (Beatty, Rudd,
and Valencic 1999; Croucher et al. 2012; Kotowski et al. 2009; Levine et al. 2004).

While our knowledge of measurement, and statistical and psychometric abilities
increase every year, so does our ability to detect measurement error within our
older measures and our tendency to modify these measures (Autman and Kelly
2017; Croucher and Kelly 2019). Modification of measures to a specific context or
sample should be done with caution, as this process poses validity and reliability
threats and potentially limits our theoretical and methodological understanding of
the concept under investigation (Croucher and Kelly 2019). Thus, to mitigate poten-
tial effects of modified scales in our comparison of student-recruited versus
non-student recruited samples, this study examines Infante and Rancer (1982) original
Argumentativeness Scale and Infante and Wigley (1986) original Verbal
Aggressiveness Scale.

Researchers continue to question the use of student-recruited samples in social
scientific research. It is common for researchers conducting argumentativeness and
verbal aggressiveness research (as well as other communication research) to discuss
how the use of student samples is a limitation, as such samples are often
non-representative of the population (i.e. Hsu 2007; Martin, Anderson, and Thweatt
1998). While such samples often have less variability and are typically convenience
samples, researchers have not empirically shown student and non-student samples
differ on aggressiveness. Therefore, based on the previously reviewed debate sur-
rounding validity and the utility of student samples, we pose the following research
questions to explore differences between student and non-student samples on mea-
sures of aggression:

RQIa: To what extent does argumentativeness differ between student and non-student
recruited samples?
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RQIb: To what extent does verbal aggressiveness differ between student and non-student
recruited samples?

Method

Meta-analysis is a statistical technique used to synthesize and analyze data from
multiple studies on a particular topic so scholars may identify variables that mod-
erate outcomes and make suggestions for better practices studying these variables
(Borenstein et al. 2021; Hunter and Schmidt 2004). In meta-analysis, results of
individual studies are pooled to provide a comprehensive overview of how particular
variables behave across samples and draw conclusions. By combining data from
multiple studies (and therefore multiple samples), meta-analysis enhances statistical
power and typically provides a more diverse sample than any individual study
(Borenstein et al. 2021; Hunter and Schmidt 2004). Meta-analysis is utilized in this
study to explore mean scores for the verbal aggression and argumentativeness mea-
sures to address the debate of whether using a college/university student vs.
non-student adult sample affects results.

Literature search

A literature search was conducted via Google Scholar to collect published studies
that included the Argumentativeness Scale and the Verbal Aggressiveness Scale. Four
phrases were utilized: Argumentativeness Scale, Argumentativeness Measure, Verbal
Aggressiveness Scale, and Verbal Aggressiveness Measure. The search was limited
to references from 1982 to 2023 for Argumentativeness and 1986 to 2023 for Verbal
Aggressiveness. These dates were chosen as both (1982 and 1986) represent when
the scales were first published.

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Seven criteria were used to determine which studies would be included in the final
analysis. First, the study had to be published in a peer-reviewed journal article.
While the initial search did pull-up references and citations from conferences, book,
and chapters, those were excluded for peer-reviewed journal articles. Second, the
study had to use either the original 20-item version of the Argumentativeness Scale
(Infante and Rancer 1982) or the original 20-item version of the Verbal Aggressiveness
Scale (Infante and Wigley 1986) so that comparisons were consistent. Similarly, the
third criteria was that the study sample be U.S.-based. Behavioural measures such
as the Argumentativeness Scale and Verbal Aggressiveness Scale must be tailored
for use in each country, else the meaning placed on the behaviors described by
items may have different meaning within the cultures (Croucher et al. 2024; Croucher
and Kelly 2019). Therefore, to ensure the study truly only compares college/university
student vs. non-student adult responses, the sample was limited to U.S.-based studies
to avoid measurement invariance noise. Fourth, we could only include articles that
reported the mean and standard deviation of the Argumentativeness or Verbal
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Aggressiveness Scale. As our objective was to compare student-recruited with
non-student-recruited samples, the mean and standard deviation of the scale was
essential. Fifth, we only included articles that included the sample’s mean and stan-
dard deviation for age. Further to the fourth criteria, this information was essential
for comparison purposes between student-recruited and non-student-recruited sam-
ples. Sixth, we excluded articles not published in the English language. Finally, the
data had to be an original reporting of information. Measure descriptions published
in a reuse of the same dataset were not included.

Results

For argumentativeness, 20 studies met the criteria for inclusion. The combined
sample size was 8,010. The studies were corrected for restriction of range so all
data was normalized to Infante and Rancer (1982) recommended 5-point response
scale. Sample size, mean, and standard deviations were used to calculate the 95%
confidence interval for each mean using the standard formula:

S
Cl=%+196| —
(&]

Here, x represents the sample mean, s represents the standard deviation of the
sample, and n represents sample size. Overlap in confidence intervals indicates
whether the means are statistically significantly different, taking into account that
samples of varying sizes have differing amounts of statistical power.

Standardized means, standard deviations, and confidence intervals are summarized
in Table 1. Confidence intervals ranges are visually depicted in Figure 1. A review
of Table 1, or a glance at Figure 1, reveals all of the adult non-student sample
confidence intervals overlap with at least one college/university student only sample,
indicating there are no differences in these studies that sample type alone explain.
Thus, as shown by the overlap in confidence intervals, sample type did not differ-
entiate sample means.

Because this study in interested specifically in a college/university student vs.
non-student adult comparison, Figure 2 presents the confidence intervals again, but
for only the college/university student and non-student adult samples (i.e. combi-
nation samples are excluded from this version of the visualization). There is abundant
overlap between the confidence intervals of the non-student adult samples and
college/university student samples.

Notably, two student sample studies do stand apart as outliers in their scores:
Bolkan and Goodboy (2011) and Martin, Anderson, and Thweatt (1998). The means
of these scores were not just statistically significantly lower than all other studies,
but also different from one another, with Bolkan and Goodboy’s (2011) study having
the lowest aggression score. Something unique to Bolkan and Goodboy’s (2011)
method is participants were not asked to report how they actually behave, but to
imagine how they think they would behave in an imagined scenario. This may
suggest individuals suppress their aggression instincts during the abstractness of
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Table 1. Argumentativeness study summaries.

Adjusted

Reference Type of sample n Mean Adjusted SD Lower Cl Upper Cl

Anderson and Martin ~ Students 208 3.73 0.65 3.64 3.82
(1999)

Bolkan and Goodboy  Students 235 1.00 1.12 -0.20 0.08
(2011)

Cramer and Martin Students 205 3.31 0.67 3.22 3.40
(2015)

Croucher et al. (2009) Combination 1087 2.51 1.08 2.64 2.74

Croucher et al. (2010) Combination 1176 1.17 1.39 1.09 1.25

Croucher et al. (2012) Non-Student Adults 1068 2.69 0.89 2.64 2.74

Croucher et al. (2013) Non-Student Adults 801 3.89 0.52 3.85 3.93

Croucher et al. (2015) Combination 309 3.01 0.59 2.94 3.08

Croucher et al. (2016) Combination 673 3.45 0.29 343 4.47

Croucher et al. (2021) Non-Student Adults 454 3.21 0.06 3.2 3.22

Edwards and Myers Students 172 3.12 0.61 3.03 3.21
(2010)

Goodboy and Myers  Students 172 2.98 0.54 3.01 2.90
(2012)

Hsu (2007) Students 304 3.05 0.41 3.00 3.10

Jodoi (2022) Combination 124 137 4.00 0.67 2.07

Kennedy-Lightsey and Students 187 291 0.57 2.83 2.99
Myers (2009)

Madlock et al. (2007)  Non-Student Adults 128 3.26 0.49 3.18 3.34

Martin, Anderson, and Students 276 1.26 0.61 0.19 0.33
Thweatt (1998)

Ryan et al. (2011) Students 142 2.88 0.50 2.80 2.96

Semic and Canary Students 62 337 0.36 3.28 3.46
(1997)

Wigley et al. 2023 Students 227 1.04 0.99 3.07 3.25

Reference

Confidence Interval #

Type of Sample
Combination
Non-Student Adults

M Students

Figure 1. Argumentativeness confidence intervals.

imagined interactions. In terms of Martin, Anderson, and Thweatt (1998), no char-
acteristics unique to data gathering, participant incentive, and other demographic
information reported in this study explain the moderation. Additional investigation
and replication work is needed to better understand the uniqueness of these means.

For verbal aggression, 18 studies met the criteria for inclusion. The combined
sample size was 6,761. The studies were corrected for restriction of range so that
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Type of Sample
Non-Student Adults

Reference N ce bl e S o o e T oen e oe o ~ | M Students

Confidence Interval #

Figure 2. Argumentativeness confidence intervals without combination samples.

all data was normalized to Infante and Wigley (1986) recommended 5-point response
scale. Confidence intervals were again calculated. Standardized means, standard
deviations, and confidence intervals are summarized in Table 2. Confidence intervals
ranges for the studies are plotted in Figure 2. All samples are of college/university
students, except for Chang et al. (2015) who conducted research on a child sample
with mean age 14.9 (SD=1.03) and Croucher et al. (2012) whose sample was
non-student adults but with a relatively low mean age of 28.3 (SD=12.87). As shown
by the overlap in confidence intervals in Figure 3, sample type did not differentiate
sample means. Yet with only two samples not representing college/university students,
there is little data from which to draw conclusions.

Discussion

Overall, results of the analyses show sample type does not moderate sample means
among argumentativeness and verbal aggressiveness studies. These findings provide
four considerations for verbal aggression and argumentativeness research.

First, given that the data were not moderated by adult vs. student samples, the
data indicated student samples are representative of adult samples for verbal aggres-
sion and argumentativeness. Perhaps this is a phenomenon unique to these variables.
Perhaps other variables are also unmoderated by these sampling differences.
Regardless, the present study brings into question whether the common assumption
that college/university student samples are a limitation to non-instructional studies
is truly universal. There may be cases, such as with studies of verbal aggression
and argumentativeness, in which college/university students are an appropriate,
representative sample.

Second, as the current study demonstrates previous research does not show stu-
dents vs. non-student samples statistically differing on argumentativeness or verbal
aggression, internal validity concerns with the use of student samples to measure
argumentativeness and verbal aggression may not be as warranted as previously
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Table 2. Verbal aggression summary.

Type of Adjusted
Reference sample n Mean Adjusted SD  Lower Cl Upper Cl
Aloia and Solomon (2015)  Student 132 1.92 0.71 1.8 2.04
Anderson and Martin (1999) Student 208 1.07 0.33 1.03 1.12
Bolkan and Goodboy (2011) Student 235 2.49 0.54 2.42 2.56
Chang et al. (2015) Child 377 2.77 0.53 2.71 2.82
Cramer and Martin (2015) Student 205 3.57 0.68 3.48 3.66
Croucher et al. (2012) Non-Student 1166 2.79 0.48 2.76 2.82
Adults
Edwards and Myers (2010)  Student 172 2.6 0.5 2.53 2.68
Hamilton and Hample Student 1543 2.65 0.5 2.63 2.67
(2011)
*Kinney et al. (2001) Student 263 2.21 0.51 2.15 227
*Kinney et al. (2001) Student 182 2.57 0.55 249 2.65
Levine et al. (2004) Student 194 2.33 0.56 2.25 2.41
Malachowski et al. (2013) Student 182 2.74 0.50 2.67 2.81
Martin et al. (2003) Student 555 2.57 0.54 2.53 2.62
Martin, Andersen et al. Student 276 248 0.57 2.41 2.55
(1998)
Martin, Weber et al., 1998 Student 555 2.57 0.53 2.53 2.61
Ryan et al. (2011) Student 142 1.82 0.52 1.73 1.91
Sallinen-Kuparinen et al. Student 145 2.13 0.46 2.5 2.64
(1991)
Semic and Canary (1997) Student 62 249 0.42 2.39 2.6
Worthington (2005) Student 167 3.01 0.13 2.99 3.03
Martin, Andersen et al. Student 276 248 0.57 2.41 2.55
(1998)

“In this study, males and females were treated as two separate samples. The n=263 sample was female and the
n=182 sample was male.

Type of Sample
g " 5 . . . - Child
Reference -~ e - i o o < < il e Non-Student Adults
e Solomon (5015 M Student

Confidence Interval #

Figure 3. Verbal aggression confidence intervals.

thought. Previous research has asserted university students are psychologically and
socially under-developed and thus not representative of the general population (Bello
et al. 2009; Meltzer, Naab, and Daschmann 2012; Peterson 2001). However, as the
results of this review demonstrate no clear differences between these groups, it
would be prudent for researchers to either conduct direct comparisons or
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longitudinal studies on aggression and argumentativeness to ascertain statistical
differences, instead of assuming differences and validity threats. Without such studies
we cannot conclusively show internal validity threats in how we measure argumen-
tativeness and/or verbal aggression.

Third, it was difficult to conduct this study due to the lack of adequate information
reported in many of the articles initially collected for review. Of the studies collected,
three studies appropriate for inclusion in the verbal aggression review and three
studies appropriate for inclusion in the argumentativeness review could not be included
because adequate information was not provided to calculate the mean or standard
deviation on a standardized 5-point scale. In most cases, the studies did not include
the response range for the measure. Another study was excluded from verbal aggres-
sion analysis because no demographics were reported for participants. It is critical
for future reviews and meta-analyses that studies report mean, standard deviation,
response scales, and reliability scores of each measure, as well as mean and standard
deviations for participant age (and any other available demographic information).

Fourth, in this study we only considered studies that used the original 20-item
Argumentativeness and/or Verbal Aggressiveness Measures. We did not include adapted
or respecified measures as there is question over the theoretical and methodological
rationale for such respecifications. The modification of measures has become increasingly
common. Bowman and Goodboy (2020) argued that respecification of measures has
become rampant in communication studies. Respecifications such as deleting items with
low factor loadings are often done post-hoc without considering the a priori model
that drives the CFA. Such practices shift analysis from confirmatory (testing hypotheses)
to exploratory (hypothesis-generation) and are inappropriate. Through in-depth factor
analyses, researchers have respecified and encouraged the use of modified versions of
the Argumentativeness Measure (i.e. Kotowski et al. 2009; Levine et al. 2012; Nicotera
1996) and the Verbal Aggressiveness Measure (Beatty, Rudd, and Valencic 1999;
Croucher et al. 2012; Kotowski et al. 2009; Levine et al. 2004; Suzuki and Rancer 1994).
However, Bowman and Goodboy (2020) asserted the goal of CFA is not to fit a model
to one’s data, but to test whether a theoretically consistent measurement model fits a
data set, and thus respecification is only appropriate when misfit is shown to be con-
sistent across multiple samples. Thus, we explored only studies that used the original
20-item scales as using the original measures tests rather than those who respecified
factor structures to fit their data. Future research should explore the extent to which
respecification and the use of modified models has influenced our understanding of
argumentativeness and verbal aggressiveness. Yet, it should be noted that among the
studies reviewed in this paper, use of CFA to confirm the factor structures of the original
20-item measures was rare. As Kelly and Westerman (2020) explain, each use of a
measure has an implied hypothesized factor structure and it limits our understanding
of a measure to fail to confirm that factor structure within a new sample.

The primary limitation of this study was the inability to include studies in the
analysis. While numerous studies have included the Argumentativeness and/or the
Verbal Aggressiveness Measure, many identified studies did not include enough
methodological information for analysis. Even in cases in which respecified measures
were utilized for analysis, it was rare for the descriptive statistics of the original
measures to be reported. Thus, we were unable to compare a large corpus of studies
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due to a lack of comparable information. While there were five criteria for inclusion
in this study, future research could benefit from reduced or modified inclusion
criteria to even further enhance our understanding of sampling differences.

The current study provides evidence that in the case of the original verbal aggres-
sion and argumentativeness measures, adult vs. student sample type has not caused
moderation of the data. This does not imply student vs. adult samples never mod-
erate data. We invite scholars to conduct further reviews of communication measures
so that as a field we may come to understand when such sampling decisions are a
threat to the validity of a study.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

ORCID
Stephanie Kelly () http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5170-9181

References

Abelman, R. 1996. “Can we Generalize from Generation X? Not!” Journal of Broadcasting &
Electronic Media 40 (3): 441-446. https://doi.org/10.1080/08838159609364365.

Ashton, R. H., and S. S. Kramer. 1980. “Students as Surrogates in Behavioural Accounting Research:
Some Evidence” Journal of Accounting Research 18 (1): 1-15. https://doi.org/10.2307/2490389.
Autman, H., and S. Kelly. 2017. “Re-Examining the Writing Apprehension Measure” Business and

Professional Communication Quarterly 80 (4): 516-529. https://doi.org/10.117/2329490617691968.

Basil, M. D. 1996. “Standpoint: The Use of Student Samples in Communication Research.” Journal
of Broadcasting & Electronic Media 40 (3): 431-440. https://doi.org/10.1080/08838159609364364.

Beatty, M. J,, J. E. Rudd, and K. M. Valencic. 1999. “A Re-Examination of the Verbal
Aggressiveness Scale: One Factor or Two?” Communication Research Reports 16 (1): 10-17.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824099909388696.

Bello, D., K. Leung, L. Radebaugh, R. L. Tung, and A. van Witteloostuijn. 2009. “From the
Editors: Student Samples in International Business Research.” Journal of International
Business Studies 40 (3): 361-364. https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2008.101.

Borenstein, M., L. V. Hedges, J. P. Higgins, and H. R. Rothstein. 2021. Introduction to
Meta-Analysis. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Bowman, N. D,, and A. K. Goodboy. 2020. “Evolving Considerations and Empirical Approaches
to Construct Validity in Communication Science” Annals of the International Communication
Association 44 (3): 219-234. https://doi.org/10.1080/23808985.2020.1792791.

Campbell, D. T., and J. C. Stanley. 1963. Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for
Research. New York, NY: Rand McNally and Company.

Carlson, R. 1971. “Where is the Person in Personality Research?” Psychological Bulletin 75
(3): 203-219. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0030469.

Cauftfman, E., and L. Steinberg. 2000. “(Im)Maturity of Judgment in Adolescence: Why
Adolescents May Be Less Culpable than Adults” Behavioral Sciences & the Law 18 (6):
741-760. https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.416.

Clark, H. H. 1996. Using Language. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Courtright, J. A. 1996. “Standpoint: Rationally Thinking about Nonprobability” Journal of
Broadcasting & Electronic Media 40 (3): 414-421. https://doi.org/10.1080/08838159609364362.


https://doi.org/10.1080/08838159609364365
https://doi.org/10.2307/2490389
https://doi.org/10.117/2329490617691968
https://doi.org/10.1080/08838159609364364
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824099909388696
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2008.101
https://doi.org/10.1080/23808985.2020.1792791
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0030469
https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.416
https://doi.org/10.1080/08838159609364362

ARGUMENTATION AND ADVOCACY 13

Covin, T. J.,, and C. C. Brush. 1993. “A Comparison of Student and Human Resource
Professional Attitudes toward Work and Family Issues” Group ¢ Organization Management
18 (1): 29-49. https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601193181003.

Croucher, S. M., A. DeMaris, A. Diers-Lawson, and S. Roper. 2017. “Self-Reporting and the
Argumentativeness Scale: An Empirical Examination” Argumentation 31 (1): 23-43. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s1053-015-9385-z.

Croucher, S. M., A. DeMaris, J. S. Turner, and A. Spencer. 2012. “Assessing the Factorial
Complexity of the Verbal Aggressiveness Scale” Human Communication 15 (2): 261-277.
http://www.uab.edu/Communicationstudies/humancommunication/04_03_Croucher.pdf.

Croucher, S. M., and S. Kelly. 2019. “Measurement in Intercultural and Cross-Cultural
Communication.” In E. E. Graham & J. P. Mazer (Eds.), Communication Research Measures
III: A Sourcebook, pp. 141-159. New York, NY: Routledge.

Croucher, S. M., S. Kelly, M. Burkey, A. Spencer, O. Gomez, C. Del Villar, and N. Eskicorapc1.
2020. “A Multi-National Validity Analysis of the Argumentativeness Measure.” International
Journal of Conflict Management 32 (1): 88-101. https://doi.org/10.1108/[JCMA-02-2020-0027.

Croucher, Stephen M., Stephanie Kelly, Doug Ashwell, Shawn Condon, and Beth Tootell.
2024. “Cross-Cultural Measurement Validation: An Analysis of Dissent, Workplace Freedom
of Speech, and Perceived Immediacy” Communication Research Reports 41 (2): 71-81.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2024.2327545.

Dowling, R. E., and L. J. Flint. 1990. “The Argumentativeness Scale: Problems and Promise.
Communication Studies 41 (2): 183-198. https://doi.org/10.1080/10510979009368300.

Gordon, M. E. L, A. Slade, and N. Schmitt. 1986. “The “Science of the Sophomore” Revisited:
From Conjecture to Empiricism.” Academy of Management Review 11 (1): 191-207. https://
doi.org/10.5465/amr.1986.4282666.

Greenberg, J. 1987. “The College Sophomore as Guinea Pig: Setting the Record Straight” The
Academy of Management Review 12 (1): 157-159. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1987.4306516.

Hamilton, M. A., and P. ]. Mineo. 2002. Argumentativeness and its effect on verbal aggressiveness:
A meta-analytic review. In M. Allen, R. W. Preiss, B. M. Gayle, & N. Burrell (Eds.), Interpersonal
Communication Research: Advances through Meta-Analysis, pp. 281-314. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum.

Hertwig, R., and A. Ortmann. 2008. “Deception in Experiments: Revisiting the Arguments
in Its Defense” Ethics ¢» Behavior 18 (1): 59-92. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508420701712990.

Hsu, C. 2007. “A Cross-Cultural Comparison of the Communication Orientations between
Americans and Taiwanese” Communication Quarterly 55 (3): 359-374. https://doi.
org/10.1080/01463370701497831.

Hunter, J. E., and E L. Schmidt. 2004. Methods of Meta-Analysis: Correcting Error and Bias
in Research Findings. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Infante, D. A. 1987. “Aggressiveness.” In Personality and Interpersonal Communication, edited
by J. C. McCroskey and J. A. Daly, pp. 157-192. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Infante, D. A. 1989. “Response to High Argumentatives: Message and Sex Differences.”
Southern Communication Journal 54 (2): 159-170. https://doi.org/10.1080/10417948909372753.

Infante, D. A., A. S. Rancer, and C. J. Wigley. 2011. “In Defense of the Argumentativeness
and Verbal Aggressiveness Scales” Communication Quarterly 59 (2): 145-154. https://doi.
org/10.1080/01463373.2011.563439.

Infante, D. A., and A. S. Rancer. 1982. “A Conceptualization and Measure of Argumentativeness”
Journal of Personality Assessment 46 (1): 72-80. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4601_13.

Infante, D. A., and A. S. Rancer. 1996. Argumentativeness and verbal aggressiveness: A review
of recent theory and research. In Communication Yearbook, edited by B. Burleson, Vol. 19,
pp- 319-351. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. https://doi.org/10.1080/23808985.1996.11678934.

Infante, D. A, and C. J. Wigley. 1986. “Verbal Aggressiveness: An Interpersonal Model and
Measure” Communication Monographs 53 (1): 61-69. https://doi.org/10.1080/03637758609376126.

Kelly, S., and D. K. Westerman. 2020. “Doing Communication Science: Thoughts on Making
More Valid Claims” Annals of the International Communication Association 44 (3): 177-184.
https://doi.org/10.1080/23808985.2020.1792789.


https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601193181003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s1053-015-9385-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s1053-015-9385-z
http://www.uab.edu/Communicationstudies/humancommunication/04_03_Croucher.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-02-2020-0027
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2024.2327545
https://doi.org/10.1080/10510979009368300
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1986.4282666
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1986.4282666
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1987.4306516
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508420701712990
https://doi.org/10.1080/01463370701497831
https://doi.org/10.1080/01463370701497831
https://doi.org/10.1080/10417948909372753
https://doi.org/10.1080/01463373.2011.563439
https://doi.org/10.1080/01463373.2011.563439
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4601_13
https://doi.org/10.1080/23808985.1996.11678934
https://doi.org/10.1080/03637758609376126
https://doi.org/10.1080/23808985.2020.1792789

14 S. M. CROUCHER ET AL.

Kotowski, M. R., T. R. Levine, C. R. Baker, and J. M. Bolt. 2009. “A Multitrait-Multimethod
Validity Assessment of the Verbal Aggressiveness and Argumentativeness Scales.”
Communication Monographs 76 (4): 443-462. https://doi.org/10.1080/03637750903300247.

Levine, T. R., M. J. Beatty, S. Limon, Ma. A. Hamilton, R. Buck, and R. M. Chory-Assad.
2004. “The Dimensionality of the Verbal Aggressiveness Scale” Communication Monographs
71 (3): 245-268. https://doi.org/10.1080/0363452042000299911.

Levine, T. R., M. R. Kotowski, M. J. Beatty, and M. J. Van Kelegom. 2012. “A Meta-Analysis of
Trait-Behavior Correlations in Argumentativeness and Verbal Aggression.” Journal of Language
and Social Psychology 31 (1): 95-111. https://doi.org/10.1080/0363452042000299911.

Lucas, J. W. 2003. “Theory-Testing, Generalization, and the Problem of External Validity”
Sociological Theory 21 (3): 236-253. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9558.00187.

Marriott, L. 2014. “Using Student Subjects in Experimental Research: A Challenge to the
Practice of Using Students as a Proxy for Taxpayers.” International Journal of Social Research
Methodology 17 (5): 503-525. https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2013.786900.

Martin, M. M., C. M. Anderson, and K. S. Thweatt. 1998. “Aggressive Communication Traits
and Their Relationships with the Cognitive Flexibility Scale and the Communication
Flexibility Scale” Journal of Social Behavior and Personality 13 (3): 531-540.

Meltzer, C. E., T. Naab, and G. Daschmann. 2012. “All Student Samples Differ: On Participant
Selection in Communication Science” Communication Methods and Measures 6 (4): 251-
262. https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2012.732625.

Mook, D. G. 1983. “In Defence of External Validity” American Psychologist, 38: 379-387.

Nelson, L. J., and C. M. Barry. 2005. “Distinguishing Features of Emerging Adulthood: The
Role of Self-Classification as an Adult” Journal of Adolescent Research 20 (2): 242-262.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0743558404273074.

Nicotera, A. M. 1996. “An Assessment of the Argumentativeness Scale for Social Desirability
Bias” Communication Reports 9 (1): 23-35. https://doi.org/10.1080/08934219609367632.
Nicotera, A. M., and N. M. Robinson. 2010. “Culture and Aggressive Communication” In
Arguments, Aggression, and Conflict: New Directions in Theory and Research, edited by T.

Avtgis and A. Rancer, pp. 100-123. New York, NY: Routledge.

Peterson, R. A. 2001. “On the Use of College Students in Social Science Research: Insights
from a Second-Order Meta-Analysis.” Journal of Consumer Research 28 (3): 450-461. https://
doi.org/10.1086/323732.

Peterson, R. A., and D. R. Merunka. 2014. “Convenience Samples of College Students and
Research Reproducibility” Journal of Business Research 67 (5): 1035-1041. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.08.010.

Potter, W. J., R. Cooper, and M. Dupagne. 1993. “The Three Paradigms of Mass Media
Research in Mainstream Communication Journals” Communication Theory 3 (4): 317-335.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2885.1993.tb00077.x.

Rancer, A. S., and A. T. Avtgis. 2014. Argumentativeness and Aggressive Communication:
Theory, Research, and Application, 2nd ed. New York, NY: Peter Lang.

Schmitt, N., and G. Kuljanin. 2008. “Measurement Invariance. Review of Practice and
Implications” Human Resource Management Review 18 (4): 210-222. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
hrmr.2008.03.003.

Sears, D. O. 1986. “College Sophomores in the Laboratory: Influences of a Narrow Data Base
on Social Psychology’s View of Human Nature” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology
51 (3): 515-530. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.3.515.

Smart, R. G. 1966. “Subject Selection Bias in Psychological Research” Canadian Psychologist/
Psychologie Canadienne 7a (2): 115-121. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0083096.

Suzuki, S., and A. S. Rancer. 1994. “Argumentativeness and Verbal Aggressiveness: Testing
for Conceptual and Measurement Equivalence across Cultures” Communication Monographs
61 (3): 256-279. https://doi.org/10.1080/03637759409376336.

Wheeler, A. R., K. K. Shanine, M. R. Leon, and M. V. Whitman. 2014. “Student-Recruited
Samples in Organizational Research: A Review, Analysis, and Guidelines for Future
Research” Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology 87 (1): 1-26. https://
doi.org/10.1111/joop.12042.


https://doi.org/10.1080/03637750903300247
https://doi.org/10.1080/0363452042000299911
https://doi.org/10.1080/0363452042000299911
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9558.00187
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2013.786900
https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2012.732625
https://doi.org/10.1177/0743558404273074
https://doi.org/10.1080/08934219609367632
https://doi.org/10.1086/323732
https://doi.org/10.1086/323732
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.08.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.08.010
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2885.1993.tb00077.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2008.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2008.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.3.515
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0083096
https://doi.org/10.1080/03637759409376336
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12042
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12042

ARGUMENTATION AND ADVOCACY 15

Appendix A. Analyzed Argumentativeness and Verbal Aggressiveness
Scale Articles

Aloia, L. S., & Solomon, D. H. (2015). Attachment, mental health, and verbal aggressiveness
in personal relationships. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma, 24(2), 169-184.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2015.1002650

Anderson, C. M., & Martin, M. M. (1999). The relationship of argumentativeness and
verbal aggressiveness to cohesion, consensus, and satisfaction in small groups. Communication
Reports, 12(1), 21-31. https://doi.org/10.1080/08934219909367705

Bolkan, S., & Goodboy, A. K. (2011). Consumer complaining behavior, imagined inter-
actions, and communication traits: Cognitive processing following an organizational failure.
Communication Quarterly, 59(4), 465-483. https://doi.org/10.1080.01463373.2011.597273

Chang, L., Li, K. K,, Lei, L., Liu, H., Guo, B., Wang, Y., & Fung, K. Y. (2015). Peer ac-
ceptance and self-perceptions of verbal and behavioural aggression and social withdrawal.
International Journal of Behavioral Development, 29(1), 48-57. https://doi.
org/10.1080/01650250444000324

Cramer, G. A., & Martin, M. M. (2015). An examination of aggression and adaption traits
with moral foundation. Communication Research Reports, 32(4), 360-366. https://doi.org/10.
1080/08824096.2015.1089848

Croucher, S. M., Braziunaite, R., Homsey, D., Pillai, G., Saxena, J., Saldanha, A., Joshi, V,,
Jafri, 1., Pavan, C., Bose, L., & Agarwal, K. (2009). Organizational dissent and argumenta-
tiveness: a comparative analysis between American and Indian organizations. Journal of
Intercultural Communication Research, 38(3), 175-191. https://doi.org/10.1080/17475759.2009
.505057

Croucher, S. M., DeMaris, A., Diers-Lawson, A. R., & Roper, S. (2015). Self-reporting and
the Argumentativeness Scale: An empirical examination. Argumentation, 31(1), 23-43. https:doi.
org/10.1007/s105

Croucher, S. M., Galy-Badenas, E, Jantti, P., Carlson, E., & Zeng, C. (2016). A test of the
relationship between argumentativeness and individualism/collectivism in the United States
and Finland. Communication Research Reports, 33(2), 128-136. https://doi.org/10.1080/0882
4096.2016.1155046

Croucher, S. M., Holody, K. J., Stephens, J. R., Zhang, X, & Spencer, A. T. (2012).
Argumentativeness and religiosity: The moderating effects of education and religion. Journal
of Communication and Religion, 35(2), 132-147.

Croucher, S. M., Kelly, S., Burkey, M., Spencer, A., Gomez, O., Del Villar, C., & Eski¢orapgi,
N. (2021). A multi-national validity analysis of the argumentativeness measure. International
Journal of Conflict Management, 32(1), 88-101. https://doi.org/I[JCMA-02-2020-0027

Croucher, S. M., Oommen, D., Hicks, M. V., Holody, K. J., Anarbaeva, S., Yoon, K,
Spencer, A. T., Marsh, C., & Aljahli, A. I. (2010). The effects of self-construal and religious-
ness on argumentativeness: A cross-cultural analysis. Communication Studies, 61(2), 135-155.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10510971003603994

Croucher, S. M., Otten, R., Ball, M., Grimes, T., Ainsworth, B., Begley, K., & Corzo, L.
(2013). Argumentativeness and political participation: a cross-cultural analysis in the United
States and Turkey. Communication Studies, 64(1), 18-32. https://doi.org/10.1080/10510974.2
012.727942

Edwards, C., & Myers, S. A. (2010). The relationship between students’ self-reported
aggressive communication and motives to communicate with their instructors. Psychological
Reports, 106, 131-133. https://doi.org/10.2466/PR0.106.1.131-133

Goodboy, A. K., & Myers, S. A. (2012). Instructional dissent as an expression of students’
verbal aggressiveness and argumentativeness traits. Communication Education, 61(4), 448-458.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634523.2012.699635

Hamilton, M., & Hample, D. (2011). Testing hierarchical models of argumentativeness
and verbal aggressiveness. Communication Methods and Measures, 5(3), 250-273. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/19312458.2011.596991


https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2015.1002650
https://doi.org/10.1080/08934219909367705
https://doi.org/10.1080.01463373.2011.597273
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250444000324
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250444000324
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2015.1089848
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2015.1089848
https://doi.org/10.1080/17475759.2009.505057
https://doi.org/10.1080/17475759.2009.505057
https:doi.org/10.1007/s105
https:doi.org/10.1007/s105
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2016.1155046
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2016.1155046
https://doi.org/IJCMA-02-2020-0027
https://doi.org/10.1080/10510971003603994
https://doi.org/10.1080/10510974.2012.727942
https://doi.org/10.1080/10510974.2012.727942
https://doi.org/10.2466/PR0.106.1.131-133
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634523.2012.699635
https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2011.596991
https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2011.596991

16 S. M. CROUCHER ET AL.

Hsu (2007). A cross-cultural comparison of the communication orientations between
Americans and Taiwanese. Communication Quarterly, 55(3), 359-374. https://doi.
org/10.1080/01463370701497831

Jodoi, K. (2023). The correlations between parliamentary debate participation, communi-
cation competence, communication apprehension, argumentativeness, and willingness to
communication in a Japanese context. Argumentation, 37, 91-118. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10503-022-09591-5

Kennedy-Lightsey, C. D., & Myers, S. A. (2009). College students’ use of behavioral al-
teration techniques as a function of aggressive communication. Communication Education,
58(1), 54-73. https://doi.org/10.1080/03634520802272299

Kinney, T. A., Smith, B. A., & Donzella, B. (2001). The influence of sex, gender, self-discrepancies,
and self-awareness on anger and verbal aggressiveness among U.S. college students. The Journal
of Social Psychology, 141(2), 245-275. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224540109600550

Levine, T. R., Beatty, M. J., Limon, S., Hamilton, M. A., Buck, R., & Chory-Assad, R. M.
(2004). The dimensionality of the verbal aggressiveness scale. Communication Monographs,
71(3), 245-268. https://doi.org/10.1080/0363452042000299911

Madlock, P. E., Kennedy-Lightsey, C. D., & Myers, S. A. (2007). Employees’ communica-
tion attitudes and dislike for working in a group. Psychological Reports, 101(3), 1037-1040.
https://doi.org/10.2466/PR0.101.4.1037-1040

Malachowski, C. C., Martin, M. M., & Vallade, J. I. (2013). An examination of students’
adaptation, aggression, and apprehension traits with their instructional feedback orientations.
Communication Education, 62(2), 127-147. https://doi.org/10.1080/03634523.2012.748208

Martin, M. M., Anderson, C. M., & Thweatt, K. S. (1998). Aggressive communication
traits and their relationships with the cognitive flexibility scale and the communication flex-
ibility scale. Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 13(3), 531-540.

Martin, M. M., Weber, K., & Mottet, T. P. (2003). Verbal aggression and viewing the world
as a mean place. Psychological Reports, 92(1), 151-152. https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.2003.92.1.151

Martin, M. M., Weber, K., Mottet, T. P., Koehn, S. C., & Maffeo, V. P. (1998). The
relationships of trait verbal aggressiveness and frequency of viewing and enjoyment of tele-
vision sitcoms. Communication Research Reports, 15(4), 406-412. https://doi.org/10.1080/
08824099809362140

Ryan, R. G., Wilson, J. H., & Pugh, J. L. (2011). Psychometric characteristics of the
professor-student rapport scale. Teaching of Psychology, 38(3), 135-141. https://doi.org/10.177/
0098628311411894

Sallinen-Kuparinen, A., Thompson, C. A., & Klopf, D. W. (1991). Finnish and American
university students compared on a verbal aggression construct. Psychological Reports, 69(2),
681-682. https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.69.6.681-682

Semic, B. A., & Canary, D. J. (1997). Trait argumentativeness, verbal aggressiveness, and
minimally rational argument: An observational analysis of friendship discussions.
Communication Quarterly, 45(4), 355-378. https://doi.org/10.1080/01463379709370071

Wigley III, C. J., Rancer, A. S., & Lin, Y. (2023). Initial report of the Argumentativeness
Index of Behavioral Indicators for measuring trait argumentativeness. Communication Quarterly,
71(5), 483-498. https://doi.org/10.1080/01463373.2023.2228864

Worthington, D. L. (2005). Exploring the relationship between listening style preference
and verbal aggressiveness. International Journal of Listening, 19(1), 3-11. https://doi.org/10.1
080/10904018.2005.10499069


https://doi.org/10.1080/01463370701497831
https://doi.org/10.1080/01463370701497831
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10503-022-09591-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10503-022-09591-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634520802272299
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224540109600550
https://doi.org/10.1080/0363452042000299911
https://doi.org/10.2466/PR0.101.4.1037-1040
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634523.2012.748208
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.2003.92.1.151
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824099809362140
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824099809362140
https://doi.org/10.177/0098628311411894
https://doi.org/10.177/0098628311411894
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.69.6.681-682
https://doi.org/10.1080/01463379709370071
https://doi.org/10.1080/01463373.2023.2228864
https://doi.org/10.1080/10904018.2005.10499069
https://doi.org/10.1080/10904018.2005.10499069

	Does student sampling impact our understanding of argumentativeness and verbal aggressiveness?
	ABSTRACT
	Concerns with using university/student samples
	Validity
	Sense of self and internal validity

	Argumentativeness and verbal aggressiveness scales review
	Aggressive communication
	Argumentativeness and the argumentativeness scale
	Verbal Aggressiveness and Verbal Aggressiveness scale

	Method
	Literature search
	Inclusion and exclusion criteria

	Results
	Discussion
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	References

	Appendix A. Analyzed Argumentativeness and Verbal Aggressiveness Scale Articles


