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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

During the past twenty years, the construct of 

communication apprehension (CA) has been widely studied 1n 

communication research. This flowering interest was due in 

part to an increased awareness of the anxiety experienced by 

individuals when presenting a public speech. However, 

despite this grow1ng concern, public speaking anxiety (PSA) 

has received far less research than interpersonally-related 

areas of study (Daly, Vangelisti, Neel, & Cavanaugh, 1989) . 

Even from the beginning of modern civilization, the fear of 

public speaking was a real and often debilitating anxiety. 

In De Oratore, the Roman orator Cicero wrote, "I turn pale 

at the outset of a speech and quake in every limb and in all 

my soul" (1.26.36). Clearly, public speaking anxiety 

accounts for a great deal of apprehension experienced 1n a 

communication setting (Daly et al., 1989). 

Not thoroughly addressed in public speaking research 

are the foundations from where public speaking anxiety 

arises. According to Daly et al. (1989), attempts to 

explain the fear of public speaking have focused on a 

variety of plausible theoretic explanations. Furthermore, 

research has examined possible variables that interact with 

public speaking anxiety such as audience size, audience 

expectations (Ayres, 1986), and general anxiety (Beatty & 
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Andriate, 1985} . Yet, despite these research efforts, 

anxiety associated with public speaking remains relatively 

under-studied in the field of communication. 

2 

One issue that has not been adequately addressed by 

researchers is the notion that preparation for an upcoming 

speaking event may impact the amount of anxiety experienced 

during the presentation. It is common for public speaking 

textbooks to discuss preparation as one way to deal with 

speech anxiety (Ayres & Raftis, 1992}. Unfortunately, most 

people v1ew communication as a simple process that requ1res 

very little preparation (Hamilton & Parker, 1990}. 

Communication scholars know that good public speeches come 

from messages that are carefully prepared 1n advance. Much 

like the student who prepares by studying for an upcoming 

exam, the public speaking student must prepare for the 

speaking assignment. Yet, communication educators know 

virtually nothing about how students systematically prepare 

for speaking assignments, or even the extent to which they 

do so. The focus of this study is on identifying which 

preparation strategies students most frequently use when 

preparing for speech assignments, and how the use of these 

strategies relates to public speaking anxiety and evaluation 

outcomes. The rationale is based on the assumption that 

individual strategies in student's preparation for speeches 

will influence their levels of public speaking anxiety 

(Ayres & Raftis, 1992). 



Review of Literature 

Communication Apprehension 
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The nature of public speaking anxiety (PSA) 1s best 

approached from the broader view of communication 

apprehension (CA). Although the concern of this study is 

PSA, a distinction between these two concepts must be drawn. 

Communication apprehension 1s defined as "an individual's 

level of fear associated with either real or anticipated 

communication with another person or persons" (McCroskey, 

1978, p. 78). Two broad forms of communication apprehension 

have been the focus of most research in the area: trait 

anxiety and state anxiety (Daly & McCroskey, 1984). The 

underlying idea behind trait anxiety is that a person's 

predisposition concerning communication will be similar 

across time and highly resistant to change (Richmond & 

McCroskey, 1989). In other words, if a person is generally 

traitlike communication apprehensive one week, he/she will 

most likely be communication apprehensive the following 

week. 

On the other hand, state CA represents a person's 

reaction to communicating with a given individual or group 

of individuals at a given time. State CA is transitory in 

that it is a response to the particular situational 

constraints that are generated by the other person or group 

(Daly & McCroskey, 1984). For example, a student may not 

feel any anxiety or apprehension when asking a teacher about 



a particular assignment but then experience high levels of 

situational anxiety when communicating with that teacher 

about speech performance. 
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Communication apprehension researchers have also broken 

down CA into two other forms lying on a continuum between 

trait and state distinctions: Context-based CA and 

Audience-based CA. Context-based CA is similar to traitlike 

CA in that it lS a relatively enduring orientation toward 

communication (Daly & McCroskey, 1984). This view 

recognizes that people can be highly apprehensive about 

communicating in one context while experiencing little or no 

anxiety in other contexts. For many people, the fear of 

public speaking falls into this category. 

Audience-based CA is anxiety associated with 

communicating with a particular individual or group of 

individuals across time (Richmond & McCroskey, 1989). 

Audience-based CA represents the reactions individuals 

experience from communicating with a certain audience. A 

student may feel high levels of anxiety when communicating 

with professors but not with teaching assistants. In this 

case, the audience lS the factor precipitating the fear. 

The construct of CA differs from other forms of 

communication avoidance in that it assumes that fear or 

anxiety is the central causal agent of avoidance. For 

example, Richmond & McCroskey (1989) differentiate CA from 

shyness by claiming that a shy person lacks the desire to 
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communicate. The shy person may or may not experience any 

anxiety in the situation but, for individual reasons, does 

not wish to communicate. Whereas shyness is determined as a 

person's desire to communicate, CA concerns itself with the 

fear the person experiences in the communication 

transaction. In other words, shyness is the behavior of 

withdrawing from a communication event, while CA is the fear 

or anxiety that may cause the quiet behavior of many shy 

people (Richmond & McCroskey, 1989}. Although public 

speaking anxiety falls on the CA continuum, this study's 

interest is in state experiences of PSA. 

Public Speaking Anxiety 

The nervousness felt during a public speaking event is 

experienced, to some degree, by most people. In one survey, 

the fear of speaking publicly ranked as the number one fear 

for most people. Forty-one percent of the population 

surveyed reported that speaking in public was more 

frightening than heights or death (SPECTRA, 1973} . 

Speilberger (1972} described PSA as "consisting of 

unpleasant, consciously perceived feelings of tension and 

apprehension" {p. 29}. This negative reaction has been 

labeled stagefright {Lomas, 1937}, speech anxiety (Behnke & 

Carlile, 1971}, performance anxiety (Beatty, 1987) and 

public speaking anxiety {Beatty, 1988) . No matter what name 

is used, all of these terms refer to a desire to avoid or 



withdraw from a public speaking situation (Beatty, Forst, & 

Stewart, 1986) . 

A number of explanations for the manifestation of 

public speaking anxiety have been proposed. Buss (1980) 

suggested that the major elements that can result in higher 

levels of PSA are novelty, formality, subordinate status, 

conspicuousness, unfamiliarity, dissimilarity and degree of 

attention from others. 
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The novel situation presents the individual with 

increased uncertainty about how he or she should behave. 

Because of this uncertainty about how to behave and what to 

expect, the individual becomes more apprehensive. McCroskey 

(1984) states that "for most people, glvlng a speech is a 

novel experience, not something they do every day" (p. 25). 

Since formal situations tend to be associated with 

highly regulated appropriate behaviors with little or no 

room for deviation, public speaking anxiety lncreases. In 

the formal situation, the speaker is more confined to 

appropriate and acceptable behaviors. Similarly, a person 

in a subordinate position experiences higher levels of 

anxiety when performing for higher status individuals. 

Appropriate behavior is defined by the person with the 

higher status. In the classroom situation, Beatty (1988) 

suggests that the audience of peers are perceived as 

"critics" who are viewed as superiors. Furthermore, "since 

the formality and evaluation dimensions underlying the 



teacher's super1or status should be usurped by those 

situational factors, it is probable that it 1s subordinate 

status with respect to classmates which contributes to 

anxiety across classroom situations" (Beatty, 1988, p.30). 

The idea of standing out in a crowd can produce 

anxiety. Since attention is focused on the speaker, g1v1ng 

a public speech is a prime example of being consp1cuous. 

Anxiety is experienced when the person perceives that he or 

she is noticeably standing out in the environment. 
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Although not all people react to unfamiliar situations 

1n the same way, many people feel less anxious when 

communicating with people they are familiar with than when 

communicating with strangers. According to Buss {1980), 

when dissimilarity is great, "speakers would be at least 

wary lest they inadvertently offend the audience, and at 

most, panicky because of uncertainty and worry about how 

they are performing" (p. 169). However, McCroskey (1984) 

points out that in some situations the reaction is reversed. 

Some people experience the most anxiety when they are 

communicating with people that they do know. In addition, a 

moderate degree of attention from others is the most 

comfortable situation for most people. The PSA level can be 

expected to rise sharply and quickly when all eyes are on an 

individual or when the individual feels that he or she is 

not receiving enough attention. 
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When evaluation of performance becomes a factor, public 

speakers tend to become more apprehensive (Daly & McCroskey, 

1984). Knowing that every move and word of a speech is 

being critiqued produces higher levels of PSA than speeches 

that are not being directly evaluated. 

The speaker's prior history with a public speech 

represents a summary of public speaking experiences, both 

positive and negative, which a speaker brings to the 

speaking situation. It cannot be classified as a 

situational factor because of the individual differences 

experienced by speakers (McCroskey, 1984). The basic idea 

is that we want to repeat pleasant experiences and avoid 

unpleasant ones. If, in the past, an individual has had a 

bad experience with a public speech, the negative 

associations concerning that experience may produce anxiety 

for future speaking events. 

Buss's (1980) categories of anxiety-producing factors 

have come under some criticism. Specifically, Beatty and 

Friedland (1990) reveal that most of the support for Buss's 

causal factors consist primarily of anecdotes, analogies, 

and speculation. Moreover, because of a limited amount of 

empirical research on the topic, suggestions have been made 

that these immediate causes are (1) correlated with 

traitlike communication apprehension and (2) are more 



traitlike than situational (Beatty et al., 1989). Despite 

these criticisms, Buss's factors seem applicable to the 

present study. Each speaking strategy is chosen based on 

the speaking situation and not on traitlike communication 

apprehension. 
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Richmond and McCroskey (1989) delineated three distinct 

theories that explain why people experience fear or anxiety 

with public speaking: (1) excessive activation, (2) 

inappropriate cognitive processing, and (3) inadequate 

communication skills. Excessive activation results when the 

body reacts to the physiological symptoms becoming activated 

in preparation for the upcoming performance. Although an 

increase in adrenaline and physiological reactions is not 

uncommon, excessive activation goes beyond an individual's 

ability to control the reactions. For example, excessive 

activation causes increased trembling, shortness of breath 

and temporary loss of memory. From a theoretical 

standpoint, these bodily disturbances are the apprehension. 

In a sense, they are a physiological over-reaction to an 

upcom1ng performance. As a result, the anxiety continues to 

progress to a level where control over it is impossible and 

thereby, it debilitates preparation. 

The anxiety associated with inappropriate cognitive 

process1ng stems from the mind and not the body. The 

individual perceives that he/she is different and this 

perception gives rise to the anxiety. Furthermore, how the 
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individual thinks about the public speaking event can 

1ncrease the level of PSA. If a speaker has negative 

thoughts about the upcoming speech, then these negative 

feelings will produce apprehension (Hopf & Ayres, 1992). 

Additionally, these feelings of apprehension may inhibit 

students from engaging in effective preparation strategies. 

Perhaps the oldest and most common view of why people 

are anxious about public speaking is that they do not 

possess the knowledge or skills to present a speech 

effectively. If an individual does not know how to do 

something but 1s forced or required to do it anyway, to be 

anxious or fearful is a normal reaction. This approach 

suggests that anxiety 1ncreases in an individual because of 

a deficiency in skills. 

Conceptually, public speaking anxiety varies 1n both 

emphasis and degree (Daly et al., 1989). People enter any 

communication setting with an array of questions, beliefs, 

and expectations which may affect their behavior in that 

context. In the public speaking situation, people's 

questions, beliefs, and expectations may be affected by, or 

related to, dispositional speech anxiety. By definition, 

public speaking anxiety represents a cluster of evaluative 

feelings about the speech-making process. In the same 

manner that students can alleviate the fear of taking tests, 

options are available to control the levels of public 

speaking anxiety. Notably, all else considered, students' 
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preparation 1n efficient ways for a speech assignment should 

help lessen the experience of PSA at the speaking event. 

Study Strategies 

The idea that one can "study" for a speech might seem 

unusual at first. However, when the speech-making process 

is compared to other content domains, this idea 1s not too 

extreme. Public speaking textbooks have always offered 

strategies intended to aid students in preparing for a 

speaking event. Furthermore, these texts suggest that by 

preparing for a speech, one's degree of public speaking 

anxiety will be lessened. 

The question remains as to what exactly constitutes 

students' preparation for a speech? Some textbooks consider 

time as one important preparation consideration (Lucas, 

1986; Powers, 1987; Whitman & Foster, 1987). These 

authors note that the more time an individual takes to 

develop a speech, the less apprehensive he/she will be 

during the speech. Other textbook authors (Nelson & 

Pearson, 1987; Beebe & Beebe, 1991) claim that adequately 

researching the speech topic diminishes public speaking 

anxiety. That is, the more research and information that 1s 

found to support the topic, the more knowledgeable the 

speaker will be and appear to the audience. This in turn 

diminishes public speaking anxiety because the speaker feels 

more confident in communicating about the topic. Finally, 



Bostrom (1988) and Makay (1992) claim that an ideal way to 

prepare for a speech is to practice. Practice includes 

timing the speech, rehearsing it aloud to an audience, and 

perfecting nonverbal communication. Like the old adage 

says, practice makes perfect. In the case of public 

speaking, practice makes for less anxiety. 
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Interestingly, many public speaking textbooks are 

inconsistent with their suggestions for preparation methods 

that are useful in decreasing levels of public speaking 

anxiety. Each textbook describes steps that it deems 

appropriate for preparing for a speaking event. For 

example, in their business and professional communication 

textbook, Hamilton and Parker (1990) suggest six steps that 

students can perform which prepare them for a public 

speaking encounter. Beebe and Beebe (1991) add that there 

are eleven steps to follow for reducing public speaking 

anxiety. Also, Makay (1992) lists twelve specific stages 1n 

controlling speech tension. 

Hamilton and Parker (1990) first suggest that students 

prepare and practice. Their idea behind preparation is to 

analyze the audience's needs and interests and then prepare 

easy-to-follow notes. Once this preparation is complete, it 

is necessary to practice the presentation outloud at least 

three times. According to the authors, this type of 

preparation will ease much of the speaker's nervousness. 
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On the other hand, Beebe and Beebe (1991) and Makay 

(1992) separate preparation from practice. In fact, neither 

lists preparation and practice as the first step needed to 

control anxiety. Although both claim that these steps are 

important, the method by which they use them differs from 

that of Hamilton and Parker. Beebe and Beebe add that being 

prepared involves researching the topic and organizing the 

materials for the speech while Makay advocates a sound 

speech plan as preparation. However, both Beebe and Beebe 

and Makay suggest that the speech be practiced "several 

times" before the actual presentation. 

Although public speaking textbook authors have 

attempted to delineate speech preparation strategies, very 

little attention has been devoted to identifying the 

processes by which students "study" for a speech (Palmerton, 

1992) . Indeed, no empirical research exists to indicate 

whether students even prepare for assignments according to 

the procedures outlined in their textbooks. During the past 

decade, however, instructional psychologists have attended 

to not only what students study, but to how students go 

about the actual process of studying (Goetz & Palmer, 1991). 

Some researchers (Wilhite, 1990; Goetz & Palmer, 1991) 

show that individuals' ability and effort and task 

characteristics are the most frequently noted attributions 

for academic performance. These attributions then affect 

students' expectations for future academic performance. 
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Public speaking strategies such as audience analysis, topic 

selection, research, and practice are attributes that do 

impact the students' speaking performance. Moreover, these 

''study" attributes affect the level of anxiety experienced 

during the performance (Powers, 1987; Beebe & Beebe, 1991). 

Audience analysis is the "process of examining 

information about the expected listeners to a speech" (Beebe 

& Beebe, 1991, p. 64). The ability to understand and act 

wisely in relating to others constitutes a form of studying. 

According to Constanzo (1992), judging correctly the 

feelings, moods, and motivations of the audience 1s 

important for improving performance. 

Likewise, the selection of a topic involves studying. 

King (1992) suggests that students who interact with the 

material are more likely to generate unique performance 

outcomes. In other words, students perform best when they 

use their own pr1or knowledge and experience combined with 

new information (Wittrock, 1990). This approach to topic 

selection is consistent with the constructivist views of 

learning which argue that students build extensive cognitive 

structures connecting new ideas with what is already known 

(Yarusso, 1992). 

Researching for a speaking performance may involve 

several study techniques. For some students, the research 

is part of a long-standing interest. Therefore, the focus 

of the research is already determined based on previous 
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knowledge (Fister, 1992). Other students reported 

conducting research in order to find a speech topic. For 

these students, research became the most important study 

tool. Others used research to become familiar with a topic 

from which they had no prior experience. Fister (1992) 

expressed that the single most important factor that 

encouraged a student's research was the need to verbalize a 

focus. Once a student has chosen a focus (e.g., a public 

speaking assignment), he/she will become involved with the 

necessary research to support his/her topic. 

In order to prepare completely for a speaking 

assignment, students often incorporate practice into their 

study techniques. Much like reviewing for an exam, a 

student feels more comfortable when he/she has reviewed the 

speaking assignment. Rather than attempting a "cold turkey" 

form of presentation, students study by practicing their 

speech beforehand (Beebe & Beebe, 1991). 

These four "study" methods in preparation are all 

intended for positive performance outcomes. Although 

students are different and the styles of studying they 

choose may vary, some literature suggests that by engaging 

in some form of speech "study" students should increase 

their expectations for improved academic performance (Goetz 

& Palmer, 1991). 

Study methods such as underlining, note-taking, 

outlining, summarizing, and generating self-questions are 
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the most frequently employed studying techniques for 

secondary and college students (Wade & Trathen, 1989) . 

Their popularity is based on the assumption that they 

enhance learning by requiring the student to focus on 

relevant information in texts. Despite the acceptance of 

these methods, results supporting the effectiveness of each 

of the strategies are mixed. Approximately half of the 

studies conducted found that the strategy in question had a 

positive effect on learning and the other half suggested no 

effect (Reynolds & Shirey, 1988). 

To explain these inconsistencies, Anderson and 

Armbruster (1984) provided the foundations of an operational 

model that detail the nature of and interrelationships among 

the components of the studying process. They suggest that 

studying is a special case of reading that involves two 

sorts of variables: state variables and process variables. 

State variables are " ... those related to the status of the 

student and the to-be-studied material at the time of study" 

(p.1). The primary state variables that are of interest are 

the extent of the student's knowledge of the to-be-studied 

material, the structure and density of that material, and 

the nature of the study task (Reynolds & Shirey, 1988). 

On the other hand, process variables are " ... those 

involved with getting the information from the written page 

to the student's head" (Anderson & Armbruster, 1984, p. 2). 

Most prominent among these variables are the focusing of 
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attention on, and encoding of, information (Reynolds & 

Shirey, 1988). The subject of public speaking seems to fit 

into this model. Public speaking is concerned with the 

extent of the student's knowledge of the material and the 

nature of the speaking situation itself (state variables). 

Moreover, public speakers must be capable of taking 

information from one source and encoding it in such a way as 

to get the meaning across to an audience (process 

variables). Therefore, it is essential that specific speech 

preparation strategies, along the lines of these processes 

and state variables, be determined in order to subsequently 

examine their effects on PSA. 

An interesting side-note to the notion of study 

strategies was proposed by Entwistle, Hanley, and Hounsell 

(1979). They theorized that some students used a holistic 

strategy with the intention of trying to build up, from the 

beginning, a broad view of the learning task. In the 

process of studying, these students asked complex questions 

about what they were trying to learn. They further 

attempted to learn material by looking for relationships 

between ideas and readily used analogies, illustrations, and 

concrete examples. These holistic methods helped students 

to partially understand abstract concepts. 

The opposite strategy is called serialist. The attempt 

here is to build understanding out of the component details, 

logical steps, and operations taken strictly in a linear 
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sequence. Basically, the student looks for relationships 

between facts or experimental results rather than between 

theoretical ideas (Entwistle et al., 1979). Students who 

adopted the serialist approach showed a preference for using 

operation learning and relied on developing meaning from the 

details. On the other hand, students who worked with a 

holistic strategy developed a style of studying called 

comprehensive learning. The emphasis here was on broad 

description building (Pask, 1976) . 

When attempting to delineate specific speech 

preparation strategies, both these approaches may play a 

role in decreasing levels of PSA. Students who choose a 

holistic approach may employ speech preparation strategies 

that allow them to fit the subject matter of the speech into 

their own "real life" experiences (Entwistle et al., 1979) 

thus, reducing their fear of unfamiliarity with the topic. 

Individuals utilizing the serialist view would more likely 

choose speech preparation strategies that are geared toward 

a narrow focus of interest for the speaker. In other words, 

students employing these types of preparation strategies 

would do so within the context of the task itself. The 

degree of anxiety experienced by these speakers would be 

dependent on how much emphasis is placed on the nature of 

the task. 

Research into students' study processes can be further 

classified into several second-order factors. These factors 
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provide information regarding the use of study motives and 

study strategies. Biggs (1979) proposed that these factors 

were: 

1. Utilizing. Basically, there are two inter-related 

motives working here: pragmatic reasons for being at a 

university and an immediate need to avoid failure. Study 

strategies are essential for avoiding failure and as a 

result, the student becomes syllabus-bound. That 1s, he/she 

studies only what he has to in order to complete an 

assignment. 

2. Internalizing. The affective component is 

intrinsic: the student has chosen to go to a university as 

a way of self-actualizing. He/she 1s interested in the 

subject matter for a personal reason. The student attempts 

to inter-relate material that is read by placing it in an 

overall conceptual framework that is meaningful to the 

individual. This approach is commonly termed the "academic" 

method of studying. 

3. Achieving. Achieving is a motivational concept 

centered around winning in a competitive context. Cognitive 

strategies are therefore directed toward obtaining high 

grades. These strategies include organizing, scheduling of 

study periods, ensuring assignments are completed on time, 

and in general a systematic approach to study. These 

dimensions take into account the three motives for studying 



that are most commonly ascribed to students- extrinsic, 

intrinsic, and achievement. 
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In the past thirty years, research has investigated 

these study strategies and their effects on test anxiety 

levels (Naveh-Benjamin, 1991). It was found that although 

high test-anxious students adopt and learn from these study 

strategies, they face difficulties in retrieving the 

information. However, poor academic performance on tests 

has been due, in part, to inadequate study skills. These 

deficient study skills lead to poor knowledge and retrieval 

ability of the relevant material (Culler & Holahan, 1980). 

Methods for decreasing test anxiety are consistent with 

techniques for lowering public speaking anxiety. Relaxation 

exerclses, systematic desensitization, and skills training 

are advocated by both test anxiety researchers and public 

speaking anxiety researchers as effective treatments (Daly & 

McCroskey, 1984; Naveh-Benjamin, 1991). Communication 

anxiety researchers have given considerable attention to the 

effectiveness of these treatments (Friedrich & Goss, 1984; 

Allen, Hunter, & Donohue, 1989). But where skills training 

has been examined (Kelly, 1984), specific preparation {or 

study) strategies for speech-making have been neglected. 

Rationale and Research Questions 

Not surprisingly, many students who report 

experiencing high levels of communication apprehension do 
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not enroll in public speaking classes. However, public 

speaking textbooks do recommend specific strategies to 

reduce anxiety and enhance performance. These speech 

preparation strategies seem to correspond to study 

strategies proposed for reducing test anxiety. As a result, 

it would be expected that students who choose appropriate 

study strategies would be more successful in choosing speech 

preparation strategies that decrease public speaking anxiety 

levels and increase speaking performance. To that end, the 

following research questions were addressed as a direction 

for the present study: 

RQl: To what extent do students in a public speaking class 

utilize the recommended strategies? 

RQ2: How does the frequency of using strategies relate to 

public speaking anxiety? 

RQ3: How does the frequency of us1ng strategies relate to 

evaluation outcomes? 

Information gained from this study has the potential 

for being useful to public speaking instructors and 

individuals outside of academia that are required to present 

speeches. Instructors who are able to identify specific 

preparation strategies that are useful for speech-making 

will be better equipped to help students become more 



effective publi~ speakers. In addition, instructors may 

learn that specific strategies for speech preparation are 

significant for lowering public speaking anxiety. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHODS 

Respondents 

Two hundred twenty-six (226) students enrolled at Texas 

Tech University served as respondents for the present study. 

Respondents were chosen out of eight introductory public 

speaking sections representing four different instructors. 

The research sample consisted of 104 females and 122 males. 

The course fulfills a general education requirement, so it 

represented a cross section of the university's students. 

Forty (17.7%) of the subjects were freshmen, 61 (27%) were 

classified as sophomores, 73 (32.3%) were juniors, 46 

(20.4%) were in their senior year, and 5 (.02%) were 

graduate students. Data were collected for three 

consecutive speech assignments, thus, because of attrition 

and incomplete data, the actual n was 97. There were 54 

(55.7%) males and 43 (44.3%) females who actually completed 

full data packets. Of these respondents, 20 (20.6%) were 

freshman, 25 (25.8%) were sophomores, 25 (25.8%) were 

juniors, 24 (24.7%) were seniors and 3 (.03%) were 

classified as graduate students. Although this represents a 

substantial reduction in sample size, it reflects the 

deletion from analyses of any respondent who failed to 

complete data packets on any one occas1on. 

23 
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Procedures 

State anxiety associated with each speech was measured 

using the Communication Anxiety Inventory (CAI) (Booth

Butterfield & Gould, 1986). Immediately following the 

speech, the student sat down and completed the CAI items and 

preparation strategy questions. Instructors were requested 

to gather these scales from students before classes were 

dismissed for the day. 

The first speech assignment had as its prlmary 

objective students' development of effective delivery. 

Topics were open and students were given a pre-determined 

framework by which to organize their information into an 

introduction, body, and conclusion. After their speech, 

respondents completed the first CAI scale and answered the 

four open-ended questions. Instructor evaluations were also 

collected. 

The second speech was longer and worth more in total 

points to the students. This presentation focused on 

elements of both delivery and idea development in the form 

of an informative speech. Students were encouraged to use 

the same topic that they had used for the previous speech. 

Instructors evaluated this presentation based on the 

students' ability to organize and deliver an effective 

informative speech. The state measure, the four strategy 

questions, and the instructors' evaluations were gathered 

for data analyses. 
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The third speech differed from the first two in that it 

was persuasive in nature and worth the most amount of 

points. Like the previous speeches, the data were collected 

immediately after the speech was concluded. Students were 

evaluated based on their ability to structure and deliver an 

effective persuasive speech using a specified format. 

Furthermore, elements of credibility were included in the 

grading criteria. 

At the beginning and end of the semester, respondents 

completed the Personal Report of Public Speaking Anxiety 

(PRPSA) (Richmond & McCroskey, 1989) . This was administered 

in order to determine pre- and post-course levels of 

context-based public speaking anxiety. The assumption was 

that only moderate levels would be found in a public 

speaking course, so that context-based public speaking 

anxiety would not be a major factor in this study. 

In order to guarantee confidentiality and anonymity, 

all subjects were asked to provide the last four digits of 

their social security number for classification purposes. 

Participation in this study was voluntary and all 

respondents received extra credit points for their 

participation. In total, each complete packet of responses 

contained six measurement scales and three instructor 

evaluations. However, the responses from subjects who 

failed to complete any scale or who gave incomplete 
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responses were discarded. The study was cleared through the 

University's Human Subjects Use Committee. 

Measurement 

State Anxiety 

The Form State Scale of the Communication Anxiety 

Inventory (CAI) was used to assess students' level of state 

anxiety during a public speaking performance (Appendix A) . 

This 20-item scale uses a 4-step Likert-type response format 

which has demonstrated content validity and reliability 

estimates of alpha=.912 and split-half=.921 (Booth

Butterfield & Gould, 1986) . Alpha reliabilities in the 

present study were .818 for Speech 1, .833 for Speech 2, and 

.835 for Speech 3. Students completed the state scale 

immediately after giving each speech. 

Speech Preparation Strategies 

Following the set of CAI items, students responded to a 

series of questions concern1ng their speech preparation 

strategies for that particular speaking assignment. A 

survey of public speaking texts was conducted to determine 

pre-existing speaking strategies (Lucas, 1986; Nelson & 

Pearson, 1987; Powers, 1987; Whitman & Foster, 1987; 

Beebe & Beebe, 1991; Makay, 1992). From these texts, four 

categories of speaking strategies were isolated: topic 

selection and development, audience analysis, research, and 
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practice. Open-ended questions were generated for these 

four categories. The questions asked about the student's 

methods of preparation using the four pre-determined 

strategies (Appendix A) . Frequencies of strategy use were 

obtained by coding student responses for each question as 

"1" for indicating use of a given strategy and "0" for none. 

Sub-strategies for each given strategy were collected from 

students' responses to the four general questions. Each 

response was coded and assigned a specific category title. 

Speech Evaluations 

Respondents' performance on presentations were 

evaluated by their respective instructors using rating 

instruments designed for the course by the course director 

and instructors. All instructors used the same evaluation 

forms to evaluate their students' performance on each speech 

(Appendix B) . All three forms used a 5-step, Likert-type 

response format. Values on the scales were interpreted as 

1=poor, 2=fair, 3=average, 4=good, 5=excellent. The first 

speech focused on seven elements of delivery and was worth a 

maximum of 35 points. The second presentation combined 

elements of delivery and idea development into a 15-item 

evaluation form. The maximum number of points for this 

speech was 75. Speech 3, focusing on a persuas1ve message, 

included 20 items and was worth 100 points. 
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Public Speaking Anxiety 

The Personal Report of Public Speaking Anxiety (PRPSA) 

was used to assess the respondent's level of anxiety about 

speaking ln a public speaking context (Appendix C) . This 

34-item, 5-step, Likert-type scale has established validity 

and reliability as a measure of generalized context-based 

public speaking anxiety (McCroskey, 1970). The PRPSA yields 

scores ranging from 34 to 170. According to Richmond and 

McCroskey (1989), scores that fall between 34 and 84 

indicate very low anxiety about public speaking; scores 

ranging from 85 to 92 indicate a moderately low level of 

anxiety; 93 to 110 represents a moderate level of anxiety 

in most speaking situations; scores between 111 and 119 

suggest a moderately high level of public speaking anxiety 

and scores between 120 and 170 indicate very high levels of 

public speaking anxiety. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Preliminary Analyses 

The pre- and post-course results for the Personal 

Report of Public Speaking Anxiety (PRPSA) were x=ll3.58 and 

x=l04.08 respectively. Because students who report 

extremely high levels of public speaking anxiety avoid these 

courses, the results indicate a moderate level of public 

speaking anxiety for participating respondents. The pre

course results are indicative of moderately high levels of 

anxiety. Not surprisingly, results for the post-course 

analyses decreased to a more moderate level. 

Table 1 presents the raw frequencies and percentages of 

students who indicated use of each strategy for the 

different speech assignments. Since several strategies had 

frequencies of use that were below 5 for one or more 

speeches, these strategies were combined with other similar 

strategies for further analyses (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 

1988). For example, in the Topic Selection category, 

Brainstorming had low frequencies and was thus combined with 

Other. 
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TABLE 1: Frequencies and percentages of students 
reporting use of each preparation strategy for 
each speech assignment. 

STRATEGY S1 S2 S3 

Topic 
Own Interest 44(45.4) 38(39.2) 37(38.1) 
Current Events/News 4 ( 4 . 1) 6 ( 6. 2) 21(21.6) 
Own Knowledge/Experience 42(43.3) 41(42.3) 19(19.6) 
Audience Needs/Interest 17(17.5) 6 ( 6. 2) 16(16.5) 
Brainstorming 6 ( 6. 2) 0 ( 0. 0) 5 ( 5. 2) 
Other 12(12.3) 17(17.6) 21(21.6) 
Inappropriate/Nothing 4 ( 4 . 1) 3 ( 3. 1) 3 ( 3. 1) 

Audience 
Demographics 21(21.7) 18(18.5) 18(18.6) 
Knowledge of Topic 19(19.6) 13(13.4) 8 ( 8. 2) 

Occasion/Situation 16(16.5) 19(19.6) 25(25.8) 
Interest in Topic 28(28.9) 19(19.6) 17(17.5) 

Questionnaires 5 (5.2) 6 (6.2) 14(14.4) 
Observations/Interviews 9 ( 9. 3) 8 ( 8. 2) 7 ( 7. 2) 

Other 3 ( 3 . 1) 3 ( 3. 1) 5 (5.2) 

Inappropriate/Nothing 18(18.6) 22(22.7) 14(14.4) 

Research 
Own Knowledge 30(30.9) 25(25.8) 12(12.4) 

Personal Interviews 17(17.5) 30(30.9) 24(24.7) 

Sending for Information 1 ( 1 . 0) 0 ( 0. 0) 1 ( 1. 0) 

Library Searches 23(23.7) 25(25.8) 35(36.1) 

Computer Searches 3 ( 3. 1) 1 ( 1. 0) 2 ( 2. 1) 

Encyclopedias 1 ( 1. 0) 0 ( 0. 0) 1 ( 1. 0) 

Periodicals 16(16.5) 16(16.5) 29(29.9) 

Card Catalogs/Books 28(28.9) 21(21.6) 16(16.5) 

Collections 1 ( 1. 0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 

Biographical Sources 2 ( 2. 1) 1 ( 1 . 0) 0 ( 0. 0) 

Reviews/Indexes 1 ( 1 . 0) 0 ( 0. 0) 1 ( 1. 0) 

Statistics/Govt. Doc. 3 ( 3. 1) 3 ( 3. 1) 6 ( 6. 2) 

Librarians 0 ( 0. 0) 0 (0.0) 0 ( 0. 0) 

Other 27(27.9) 25(25.7) 16(16.5) 

Inappropriate/Nothing 5 ( 5. 2) 2 ( 2. 1) 6 ( 6. 2) 
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TABLE 1: Continued 

STRATEGY 

Practice 
Outline Outloud 
Detailed Outline 
Entire Speech Outloud 
Polish/Refine Delivery 
Dress Rehearsal 
Plan Far in Advance 
Other 
Inappropriate/Nothing 

S1 

1 (1.0) 
10(10.3) 
36(37.2) 
20(20.6) 
26(26.8) 

0 (0.0) 
22(22.6) 
10(10.3) 

S2 

3 (3.1) 
11(11.3) 
31(32.0) 
23(23.7) 
20(20.6) 

1 (1.0) 
21(21.7) 

8 (8.2) 

Note: Parenthetical values are percentages. 

S3 

3 (3.1) 
9 (9.2) 

37(38.1) 
17(17.5) 
20(20.6) 

2 (2.1) 
21(21.6) 
12(12.4) 
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A new set of frequencies and percentages based on these 

combinations is given in Table 2. Note that several of the 

Library Search strategies were combined so that the actual 

number of library strategies was reduced considerably from 

the original classification scheme. 

Research Questions 

One research question concerned which strategies were 

most frequently employed by students for preparing their 

speeches. An answer to this question was approached by 

examining for each speech and within each strategy category 

the frequency of students indicating use of each specific 

strategy. For Topic Selection strategies, there were 

significant differences (p<.OS) in strategy use for all 

three speeches. In preparing for Speech 1 and Speech 2, 

students significantly more often used Own Interest and Own 



TABLE 2: Combined frequencies and percentages of students 
reporting use of each preparation strategy for 
each speech assignment. 

STRATEGY 

Topic 
Own Interest 
Current Events/News 
Own Knowledge/Experience 
Audience Needs/Interest 
Other 
Inappropriate/Nothing 

x2(df=5) 

Audience 
Demographics 
Knowledge of Topic 
Occasion/Situation 
Interest in Topic 
Questionnaires 
Observations/Interviews 
Other 
Inappropriate/Nothing 

---------------------------
x2(df=7) 
- -

Research 
Own Knowledge 
Personal Interviews 
Library Searches 

Periodicals 
Card Catalogs/Books 
Other Library Sources 

Other 
Inappropriate/Nothing 

---------------------------
x2(df=7) --

S1 

44(45.4) 
4 (4.1) 

42(43.3) 
17(17.5) 
18(18.5) 

4 (4.1) 

73.09 

21(21.7) 
19(19.6) 
16(16.5) 
28(28.9) 

5 (5.2) 
9 ( 9. 3) 
3 ( 3. 1) 

18(18.6) 
--------
34.34 

30(30.9) 
17(17.5) 
23(23.7) 
16(16.5) 
28(28.9) 
11(11.3) 
28(28.9) 

5 (5.2) 

28.12 

S2 

38(39.2) 
6 (6.2) 

41 (42.3) 
6 (6.2) 

17(17.6) 
3 (3.1) 

77.92 

18 (18.5) 
13(13.4) 
19(19.6) 
19(19.6) 

6 ( 6. 2) 
8 ( 8. 2) 
3 ( 3. 1) 

22(22.7) 
--------
25.93 

25(25.8) 
30(30.9) 
25(25.8) 
16(16.5) 
21(21.6) 

5 (5.1) 
25(25.7) 

2 (2.1) 

38.97 

S3 

37(38.1) 
21(21.6) 
19(19.6) 
16(16.5) 
26(26.8) 

3 (3.1) 

31.05 

18(18.6) 
8 ( 8 . 2) 

25(25.8) 
17(17.5) 
14(14.4) 

7 ( 7 . 2) 
5 (5.2) 

14(14.4) 
--------
22.96 

12(12.4) 
24(24.7) 
35(36.1) 
29(29.9) 
16(16.5) 
10(10.3) 
17(17.5) 

6 (6.2) 

37.15 
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TABLE 2: Continued 

STRATEGY 

Practice 
Out loud 
Detailed Outline 
Polish/Refine Delivery 
Dress Rehearsal 
Other 
Inappropriate/Nothing 

X2 (df=5) 

S1 

37 (38.2) 
10(10.3) 
20(20.6) 
26(26.8) 
22 (22.6) 
10(10.3) 

25.19 

S2 

34 (35.1) 
11 (11.3) 
23(23.7) 
20(20.6) 
22(22.7) 

8 (8.2) 

22.03 

S3 

40(41.2) 
9 (9.2) 

17(17.5) 
20(20.6) 
23(23.7) 
12(12.4) 

29.90 
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Note: Parenthetical values are percentages. All Chi-squares 
are significant at E<.05. 

Knowledge/Experience strategies than all other Topic 

Selection strategies. For Speech 3, more students also used 

Own Interest, but there was also more frequent use of 

Current Events/News and Other strategies. The latter 

consisted of Research, Other People, and Other Classes. 

Also noteworthy is that frequencies of using Current 

Events/News for Topic selection increased significantly for 

Speech 3 (x2=16.71, df=2, p<.OS). Conversely, frequencies 

of using Own Knowledge/Experience declined significantly at 

Speech 3 (x2=9.94, df=2, E<.05). 

For Audience Analysis strategies, there were 

significant differences (p<.05) in strategy use for all 

three speeches. On Speech 1, the Audience's Interest in the 

Topic was selected as the most frequently employed strategy 
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for Audience Analysis. However, more students reported 

using Inappropriate/Nothing strategies for Audience Analysis 

on Speech 2 and Occasion/Situation for Speech 3. Although 

none of the frequencies of reported strategy use displayed 

significant differences across speeches, it is interesting 

to note that students chose different Audience Analysis 

strategies for each assignment. 

In Research strategies, there were significant 

differences (p<.05) in strategy use for each speech. While 

preparing for Speech 1, students significantly used Own 

Knowledge, Books, and Other (e.g., Other Classes and 

Available Information) strategies than all other Research 

strategies. Students more frequently reported utilizing Own 

Knowledge, Personal Interviews, and Other (e.g., Pamphlets 

and Other Classes) strategies for Research in Speech 2. For 

Speech 3, more students reported using Library Search 

strategies than any other Research strategy. Specifically, 

Periodicals were used more often as Library Searches for 

Speech 3, while Books were more frequently employed for 

Speeches 1 and 2. Furthermore, the frequency of using Own 

Knowledge strategies for Research was significantly higher 

for Speeches 1 and 2 than for Speech 3 (x2=7.73, df=2, 

E<.05). 

For Practice strategies, there were significant 

differences (p<.05) in reported use of the various 

strategies for each speech. Students reported using the 
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Practice Outloud strategy more than any other Practice 

strategies. Final practice, in the form of Dress Rehearsal 

was also used often. Additionally, Other strategies, 

including Reciting to Self and Memorizing, were more likely 

to be utilized. 

The second research question examined the relationships 

between reported frequency of use for each preparation 

strategy and state anxiety for each speech. Table 3 

presents the means and standard deviations for state anxiety 

on each speech. The means were fairly consistent across 

speeches. Table 4 lists the correlations between state 

anxiety and use of preparation strategies for each speech. 

TABLE 3: Means and standard deviations for measures of 
state anxiety and speech evaluation scores for 
each speech. 

MEASURE 

State Anxiety 

Evaluation 

S1 

45.75 
( 7. 93) 

30.73 
(1.88) 

S2 

42.20 
(8.16) 

67.08 
(3.60) 

S3 

44.68 
(8.40) 

91.88 
( 4 . 63) 

Note: Parenthetical values are standard deviations. Minimum 
and Maximum scores for State Anxiety on each speech were 28 
and 65, 23 and 62, and 26 and 65, respectively. Minimum and 
Maximum scores for Evaluation on each speech were 26 and 35, 
57 and 73, and 79 and 99, respectively. Recall that each 
speech was worth incrementally more points, so the means do 
not reflect the same points of centrality. 



TABLE 4: Correlations between reported frequency of each 
preparation strategy and state anxiety for each 
speech. 

STRATEGY 

Topic 
Own Interest 
Current Events/News 
Own Knowledge/Experience 
Audience Needs/Interest 
Other 
Inappropriate/Nothing 

Audience 
Demographics 
Knowledge of Topic 
Occasion/Situation 
Interest in Topic 
Questionnaires 
Observations/Interviews 
Other 
Inappropriate/Nothing 

Research 
Own Knowledge 
Personal Interviews 
Library Searches 

Periodicals 
Card Catalogs/Books 
Other Library Sources 

Other 
Inappropriate/Nothing 

Practice 
Out loud 
Detailed Outline 
Polish/Refine Delivery 
Dress Rehearsal 
Other 
Inappropriate/Nothing 

* _E<.05 

S1 

-.10 
-.19* 

.04 
-.15 

.08 

.06 

-.14 
-.08 
-.02 
-.09 

.07 
-.23* 

.14 

.20* 

-.07 
.06 
.12 
.09 

-.02 
-.08 
-.25* 
-.06 

-.06 
-.02 

.01 
-.09 

.06 
-.14 

S2 

.05 
-.22* 

.08 
-.01 

.00 
-.15 

-.04 
.05 

-.07 
-.18 
-.06 

.17 

.02 
-.00 

-.10 
-.00 

.13 
-.01 
-.01 

.09 

.18 
-.03 

-.20* 
.06 
.06 

-.15 
.20* 

-.01 

S3 

-.06 
-.02 

.02 
-.11 

.02 

.27* 

-.03 
-.01 
-.03 
-.16 
-.17 

.11 
-.02 

.14 

-.18 
.10 
.01 

-.07 
.07 
.20* 

-.14 
.37* 

.00 

.05 

.21 
-.15 

.03 

.14 
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For Topic Selection, there were significant differences 

between frequencies of reported strategy use and state 

anxiety levels across speeches. In Speech 1 and Speech 2, 

students who reported using Current Events/News for choosing 

their topics (r=-.19, df=96, p<.OS, for Speech 1; r=-.22, 

df=96, p<.OS, for Speech 2) had a tendency to be less 

anxious in giving their speeches. On the other hand, there 

was a significant negative correlation between 

Inappropriate/Nothing strategy use and state anxiety levels 

for Speech 3. Students who reported using Inappropriate/ 

Nothing strategies tended to be more anxlous (r=.27, df=96, 

p<.OS). 

Audience Analysis strategies were significantly 

correlated with anxiety for Speech 1 but, there were no 

significant differences (p<.OS) for Speeches 2 and 3. 

Students who reported using Observations/Interviews for 

Audience Analysis in Speech 1 tended to be less anxious when 

giving their speech (r=-.23, df=96, p<.OS). However, 

students who used Inappropriate/Nothing strategies for 

Speech 1 reported significantly higher levels of state 

anxiety (r=.20, df=96, p<.OS). 

For Research strategies, there were significant 

correlations between state anxiety levels and frequency of 

strategy use for Speeches 1 and 3. There were no 

significant (p<.OS) correlations for Speech 2. The use of 



Other research strategies for Speech 1 resulted in less 

anxiety for students (r=-.25, df=96, E<.05). These 

strategies consisted of Other Classes, Brochures, and 

Availability of Information. For Speech 3, students who 

reported using Other Library Sources and Inappropriate/ 

Nothing strategies were found to display higher levels of 

state anxiety (r=.20, df=96, E<.05; r=.37, df=96, E<.05). 

38 

There were significant correlations with anxiety for 

Practice strategies for Speech 2 but not for Speeches 1 and 

3. Significantly lower levels of state anxiety were 

associated with using Practicing Outloud (r=-.20, df=96, 

p<.05). Also interesting to note is that students who 

reported using Other strategies for Practice (e.g., 

Memorizing, Reciting to Self) were significantly more 

anxious (r=.20, df=96, p<.05). 

The third research question concerned the relationship 

between evaluation scores and strategy use for each speech. 

Table 5 shows the correlations between the frequency of 

reported strategy usage and students' speech evaluation 

scores. 



TABLE 5: Correlations between reported frequency of each 
preparation strategy and speech evaluation 
score for each speech. 

STRATEGY 

Topic 
Own Interest 
Current Events/News 
Own Knowledge/Experience 
Audience Needs/Interest 
Other 
Inappropriate/Nothing 

Audience 
Demographics 
Knowledge of Topic 
Occasion/Situation 
Interest in Topic 
Questionnaires 
Observations/Interviews 
Other 
Inappropriate/Nothing 

Research 
Own Knowledge 
Personal Interviews 
Library Searches 

Periodicals 
Card Catalogs/Books 
Other Library Sources 

Other 
Inappropriate/Nothing 

Practice 
Out loud 
Detailed Outline 
Polish/Refine Delivery 
Dress Rehearsal 
Other 
Inappropriate/Nothing 

S1 

.03 

.11 
-.17 

.10 
-.07 
-.03 

.15 
-.16 
-.10 

.04 
-.10 

.12 
-.01 

.05 

.01 
-.08 

.10 

.08 

.00 

.18* 

.13 
-.12 

.18* 
-.06 

.01 

.03 
-.01 
-.05 

S2 

.16 

.09 
-.05 
-.04 
-.20* 
-.15 

.09 
-.05 

.05 
-.16 
-.01 

.10 
-.01 

.05 

-.04 
.09 

-.03 
-.02 
-.00 
-.29* 
-.03 
-.09 

.12 

.05 

.11 
-.10 
-.04 
-.07 

S3 

.05 

.11 
-.10 

.04 
-.27* 
-.01 

.02 

.11 

.20* 

.16 
-.03 
-.10 
-.22* 
-.08 

-.31* 
.13 
.09 
.13 
.07 
.08 
.17 

-.15 

-.16 
-.07 

.07 

.03 
-.04 

.08 
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For Topic selection, there were significant 

correlations for Speeches 2 and 3. Students who reported 

using Other strategies for Topic Selection scored 

significantly lower on Speech 2 and Speech 3 (r=-.20, df=96, 

p<.OS; r=-.27, df=96, E<.OS). Some of these Other Topic 

Selection strategies included Other Classes, Research, and 

Other People. There was no significant correlation for any 

strategy use and speech score for Speech 1. 

For Audience Analysis strategies, there were no 

significant correlations between strategy use and scores for 

Speech 1 or Speech 2. However, there were significant 

correlations between strategy use and performance scores for 

Speech 3. Students who engaged in Audience Analysis by 

defining the Occasion/Situation tended to demonstrate higher 

scores (r=.20, df=96, p<.05). Furthermore, students who 

chose Other strategies for Audience Analysis (e.g., Personal 

Experience, Knew Them) had lower performance scores (r=-.22, 

df=96, p<.OS). 

Unlike Topic Selection and Audience Analysis 

strategies, Research strategies were significantly 

correlated to performance scores across all three speeches. 

In Research strategies for Speech 1, the use of Other 

Library Sources was positively correlated with higher 

performance scores (r=.18, df=96, p<.05). However, when 

students reported using Other Library Sources for Speech 2, 
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there was a negative correlation between this strategy and 

performance score. In other words, students who reported 

using this strategy for Speech 2 scored lower on this speech 

(r=-.29, df=96, p<.OS). For Speech 3, there was a negative 

correlation between use of Own Knowledge and performance 

score (r--.31, df=96, p<.OS). Students who relied on their 

Own Knowledge to research the persuasive speech scored lower 

on Speech 3. 

For Practice strategies, there was only one significant 

correlation between strategy use and evaluation score. On 

Speech 1, students who reported Practicing Outloud tended to 

score higher on their speech (r=.18, df=96, p<.05). Speech 

2 and Speech 3 showed no significant correlations between 

use of Practice strategies and performance scores. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Limitations 

The purpose of the present study was to determine the 

frequency with which students utilize various recommended 

speech preparation strategies and their association with 

public speaking state anxiety and speech evaluation scores. 

However, there are limitations to this study which should be 

noted when interpreting the results. Respondents for this 

study were selected from eight sections of a single public 

speaking course. Because students who experience extremely 

high levels of public speaking anxiety tend to avoid such 

classes, the results may not be indicative of high public 

speaking anxiety. Furthermore, the results gained from this 

sample only represent a small portion of students enrolled 

at the University. 

Another limitation to this study is the large degree of 

attrition. Information used in this study was provided by 

students who completed all data forms. It is not known what 

type of speech preparation strategies, state anxiety, and 

performance scores would have been found in the subjects who 

failed to complete data sets for varlous reasons (e.g., 

dropping the course, withdrawing from college, absent on 

speaking days). These students may have employed speech 

preparation strategies not reported in the present study. 
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Additionally, subjects who reported using Inappropriate/ 

Nothing strategies may have actually engaged 
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in preparation strategies but chose not to acknowledge which 

specific strategies were used. 

Based on this study, there 1s no effective way to 

determine whether students, who already report low levels of 

anxiety prior to the speaking assignment, use the 

recommended preparation strategies. This study focused on 

identifying preparation strategies and state anxiety levels 

after the speech was presented. It may be that low levels 

of anxiety precipitate using certain preparation strategies. 

The categories for speech preparation strategies in 

this study is reason for some concern. Although the four 

main categories (i.e., Topic Selection, Audience Analysis, 

Research, and Practice) of speech preparation strategies 

were suggested in some public speaking textbooks (Beebe & 

Beebe, 1991; Makay, 1992), there may be other categories 

not addressed here. Specifically, there may be strategies 

of speech preparation that do not fall under any of the 

previous four categories. 

Finally, Audience Analysis may have been less a select 

strategy as an implicit assumption about classmates' 

interests. In other words, students may not utilize 

specific Audience Analysis strategies (e.g., Demographics, 

Audience Knowledge, Questionnaires) because they have been 

learning about their listeners throughout the semester. 
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Thus, students already have information about their audience 

and do not attempt a specific Audience Analysis strategy. 

Summary of Rationale 

It has been assumed throughout this study that 

individual strategies in students' preparation for speeches 

will influence their levels of public speaking anxiety and 

subsequently their evaluation scores (Ayres & Raftis, 1992). 

It has been shown that certain study strategies can impact 

levels of anxiety (Buss, 1980; Wilhite, 1990; Goetz & 

Palmer, 1991). While these studies may help in learning 

about anxiety, there still exists questions regarding the 

effectiveness of specific speech preparation strategies 

recommended in this study. 

Research Questions 

Research Question One 

The first research question asked to what extent 

students in a public speaking class utilize recommended 

speech preparation strategies. It was found that, overall, 

students do not use many of the recommended speaking 

strategies. Instead, they rely on a specific few. 

Topic Selection Strategies. For Topic selection, the 

best public speaking topics are the ones that interest the 

speaker (Beebe & Beebe, 1991). Students were consistent 

across the three speeches in using their Own Interest as a 
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means of topic choice. This may be due in part to the 

familiarity of the information. Buss (1980) suggested that 

students may be more comfortable speaking on topics in which 

they already have a strong interest. The "chore" of 

speaking is not as threatening when the topic is of the 

student's own interest. 

Students also reported using Own Knowledge/Experience 

for Topic Selection for the first two speeches. This can 

possibly be explained based on the availability of the 

information. When students present speeches on something 

they already know or have experienced, there 1s less reason 

to search for new information to support their speech. 

McCroskey (1984) substantiates this idea by claiming that 

students bring a summary of their own experiences into the 

speaking situation. Interestingly, on the persuasive 

speech, students relied much less on their Own Knowledge/ 

Experience for choosing their topics. One reason 

for this could be the nature of the speech itself. The 

persuasive speech goes from what students want to do (i.e., 

the informative speech) to what they can do. By definition, 

a persuasive speech attempts to change or alter another's 

belief, behavior or attitude. Students might have found it 

frightening to convince another person based on their own 

limited knowledge or experience with a topic; therefore, 

they used other strategies to find topics. As Buss (1980) 



states, when students are less knowledgeable about their 

topic, they tend to become more uncertain about the 

reactions of the audience. 
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Instead of relying on their Own Knowledge/Experience, 

more students indicated that they chose a topic for the 

persuasive speech from Current Events/News. When news 

stories break, there is often an overflow of available 

information on television and ln newspapers and magazines. 

All of these provide public speaking students easy access to 

current persuasive topics. In addition, Hamilton and Parker 

(1990) claim that it is very important, especially ln 

persuasive speeches, to plan the presentation with the 

listeners needs in mind. Many of these needs are discussed 

in the media (e.g., employment, financial stresses, 

education) and are therefore relevant to the listeners. 

At the same time, Current Events/News was not a popular 

topic selection strategy for the earlier informative 

speeches. This further illustrates that for informative 

speeches, students prefer using topics that are from their 

own reservoir of knowledge. For persuasive speeches, more 

research and information may be required so students do not 

depend on their own knowledge. Rather, they look to outside 

sources. 

"Other" topic selection strategies were also frequently 

selected across the three speeches. Such things as "Another 

class," "Other People," and "Available Information" were 



reported as Topic Selection strategies. These Other 

strategies may be used more frequently than other Topic 

Selection strategies because of the availability of the 

information and the ease of finding sources and the 

similarity they have with the Own Interest strategy. 
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Audience Analysis Strategies. With respect to Audience 

Analysis strategies, the audience's Interest in the Topic 

was the most frequently cited strategy. This may be related 

to the Own Interest strategy for Topic Selection. Speakers 

ideally choose topics that are interesting to themselves as 

well as to their audience. By selecting topics that appeal 

to Own Interests as well as audience's Interests, speakers 

can channel the audience's attention to their speech while 

focusing on their own interests (Powers, 1987). According 

to Beebe and Beebe (1991), the student speeches that are 

remembered long after the public speaking class is over will 

be those in which the speaker and audience are personally 

involved. 

Respondents indicated reliance on Audience Demographics 

as another strategy for Audience Analysis. This strategy 

may be frequently employed in order to help gauge the 

Audience's Interest in the Topic. Knowing something about 

the average age, male-female ratio, and other demographic 

factors of the audience allows the speaker to make important 
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inferences about their interests (Beebe & Beebe, 1991). The 

reason for public speaking is to communicate a message to 

others in the most convincing way possible. In order to 

accomplish this goal, the speaker must "understand who the 

listeners are, what they know and feel about the speaker and 

the message, and the base of knowledge they bring to the 

speech" (Makay, 1992, p. 32) . 

Consideration of the Occasion/Situation as a strategy 

was used more often for Audience Analysis during the third 

speech than for the first two. This may be explained by the 

persuasive content of Speech 3. When analyzing the audience 

for a persuasive speech, students possibly used this 

strategy to determine whether or not a topic would be 

appropriate to the time in which it occurred and if the 

audience could relate to it at that moment. The soeaker lS 

responsible for adapting to the audience and the occasion. 

Students who reported using this strategy may also have 

considered the physical conditions of the classroom. These 

factors can have an impact on the speech performance and 

ultimately, the audience's response (Beebe & Beebe, 1991). 

Research Strategies. In order to research for their 

speeches, students reported using Library Searches most 

frequently across all three speeches. This suggests that 

when researching for speeches, students prefer using 

information that they can gather from Library Searches. The 

library is within easy access to all students and contains 
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several areas of research materials. Also, students may 

employ Library Search strategies in order to find a topic or 

to support a topic they selected from their Own Interest 

and/or Own Knowledge/Experience (Fister, 1992) . Books 

comprised the more preferred Library Search strategy for 

Speech 1 and Speech 2 whereas Periodicals were chosen for 

Speech 3. Perhaps the reason for these choices can be 

explained by the type of information found in each strategy. 

Books tend to contain more general information than 

Periodicals. When students are looking for a topic or 

researching a topic for informative speeches, they may 

prefer researching solely through the Card Catalog and 

sav1ng themselves hours of tedious research (Powers, 1987). 

Conversely, Periodicals contain more current information not 

yet published in books that is pertinent to the persuasive 

speech. Also, students may have general v1ews on persuasive 

issues but, very little objective knowledge about these 

issues. Thus, Periodicals are used for their specific 

information that supplements the topic. When speakers fail 

to mention the updated facts in their speeches they are, in 

fact, misleading their listeners (Makay, 1992). 

own Knowledge was a popular strategy of research for 

the first two speeches. This may be explained by the 

availability of the information. Because some students give 

informative speeches on topics in which they have a special 
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interest, they may find that they are their own best source 

(Beebe & Beebe, 1991). Students who already possess the 

information about their speeches may deem it unnecessary to 

research other areas until they have consulted their Own 

Knowledge. As a result, students may get away with some 

"show and tell" in their first two assignments. On the 

other hand, students did not frequently use their Own 

Knowledge to research for the persuasive speech. The nature 

of the persuasive speaking assignment may have impacted 

these results. When attempting to persuade an audience to 

change their current beliefs or attitudes to new beliefs or 

attitudes, speakers must do so by presenting proof of their 

claims (Powers, 1987). Relying on their Own Knowledge may 

result 1n erroneous information and faulty proofs being 

presented to the audience. 

Practice Strategies. Practicing Outloud was by far the 

most frequently used practice strategy on all three 

speeches. When practicing outloud, students can hear how 

their own voices sound, work on articulation and 

pronunciation, and attempt to eliminate any nervous fillers 

before the speech (Makay, 1992). By Practicing Outloud, 

students may begin to feel more comfortable with the way 

they phrase their ideas (Beebe & Beebe, 1991). 
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Research Question Two 

The second research question addressed how students' 

frequencies of using preparation strategies would relate to 

public speaking state anxiety. Prior research has examined 

possible precursors to PSA (Beatty & Andriate, 1985; Ayres, 

1986), but none has looked specifically at how students 

reporting of their preparation methods relates to their 

experience of public speaking anxiety. 

Topic Selection Strategies. For Topic Selection 

strategies, there was a negative correlation between the 

frequency of use of Current Events/News and state anxiety 

for the first two speeches. In other words, students who 

more frequently employed this strategy were less anxious in 

glvlng those two speeches. The results of this correlation 

may be due to the fact that when topics are chosen from 

everyday news events, students may experience less anxiety 

because the topic is common knowledge to everyone. As 

Beatty (1988) notes, the selection of this topic strategy 

may reflect the novelty and dissimilarity factors associated 

with public speaking anxiety. The topic is not novel to 

either the audience or the speaker because it is not new 

information. As a result, speakers may feel more 

comfortable with their listeners because everyone has 

similar exposure to the topic. The student may feel less 

pressure to inform the audience about the subject since it 



has already been reported. Therefore, the speaker 

experiences lower levels of anxiety. 

For Speech 3, the frequency of Inappropriate/Nothing 

responses was associated with higher levels of anxiety. 
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This finding is not surprising. When students do not use 

any type of strategy to select a topic, they are in effect 

setting themselves up to experience higher levels of anxiety 

(Culler & Holahan, 1980; Kelly, 1984; Naveh-Benjamin, 

1991). Another possible explanation for this correlation 1s 

that students who already have high levels of public 

speaking anxiety select Inappropriate/Nothing strategies. 

Since highly anx1ous people will avoid the public speaking 

situation as much as possible, they elect to do 

Inappropriate/Nothing when choosing a topic for their 

persuasive speech (Richmond & McCroskey, 1989). 

Audience Analysis Strategies. Of all the Audience 

Analysis strategies, only Observations/Interviews and 

Inappropriate/Nothing strategies for Speech 1 related to 

state anxiety. When students chose to analyze their 

listeners by observing their reactions to other speeches 

and/or talking to them, they experienced less anxiety. As a 

result, speakers may discover that they share similarities 

with their listeners (Buss, 1980) . Clearly, directly 

gathering information about the listeners beforehand helped 

alleviate some anxiety. 
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Conversely, students' frequent use of Inappropriate/ 

Nothing strategies to analyze their audience was associated 

with more anxiety. One explanation for this correlation is 

that speakers may experience anxiety concerning the members 

of their audience and as a result select Inappropriate/ 

Nothing responses (Richmond & McCroskey, 1989). Also, the 

frequent use of Inappropriate/ Nothing strategies could be 

related to the dissimilarity the speaker may feel toward the 

audience. The less similar speakers perceive themselves to 

be with their listeners, the more anxiety they experience 

(Buss, 1980) . Other students may use this strategy because 

the situation is novel to them and they are not accustomed 

to analyzing listeners before they speak. 

Research Strategies. For Research strategies, students 

more frequently used Other than the recommended strategies 

for Speech 1. There was a negative correlation between this 

strategy and state anxiety. One explanation for this is 

that students who engaged in this type of Research strategy 

were less anxious because they employed numerous avenues for 

finding information. Students who used Other strategies 

(e.g., Another Class, Previously had Information, Read) may 

have experienced less anxiety because the information they 

researched was already available and known to them. As has 

already been determined, students may feel more comfortable 

relying on information they already possess or know (Beebe & 

Beebe, 1991; Makay, 1992). For Speech 2, there were no 



54 

relying on information they already possess or know (Beebe & 

Beebe, 1991; Makay, 1992). For Speech 2, there were no 

significant correlations between reported frequency of 

Research strategy use and speech anxiety. An explanation 

for this occurrence may be that students routinely chose 

similar strategies for Speech 1 and Speech 2. Perhaps the 

fact that Speech 2 was similar to Speech 1 helped decrease 

anxiety levels by lowering the novelty of the speaking 

experience (Buss, 1980) . 

The Research strategies most frequently used for Speech 

3 were Other Library Sources and Inappropriate/Nothing. It 

is no surprise based on previous results (i.e., Topic 

Selection strategies, Audience Analysis strategies) that 

students who responded using Inappropriate/Nothing displayed 

higher levels of anxiety (Richmond & McCroskey, 1989) . This 

is due to the fact that when little or no effort is put 

forth to Research for the speech, little reward can be 

gained. Hence, the student feels unprepared for the 

speaking assignment. Another plausible reason for this 

correlation is that the anxiety was present before the 

speech and the student attempted to avoid it by not 

researching. Likewise, when students reported using Other 

Library Sources (e.g. Reviews, Collections) more frequently, 

their levels of anxiety increased. This may be the result 

of inadequate data from these Other Library Sources. If the 



student could not find appropriate information to support 

the persuasive speech, the anxiety level increased. 

55 

However, anxiety may have increased because there was too 

much information from Other Library Sources. Thus, students 

may have felt too pressured for time to properly use these 

strategies (Powers, 1987). 

Practice Strategies. The only significant correlations 

for Practice strategies were for Speech 2. Students who 

reported Practicing Outloud were significantly less anxious. 

One reason for this correlation is that by practicing 

outloud, students could get an idea of how the speech would 

sound when it was delivered (Beebe & Beebe, 1991). On the 

other hand, when students reported using Other strategies 

more frequently they experienced more anxiety. This could 

be the result of students choosing strategies that are not 

effective for public speaking. For example, one response 

was Saying the Speech to themselves. In a sense, all this 

does 1s help the student memorize the words to the speech 

but, it does not allow for any delivery aspect. Since 

delivery requires the speaker to speak more loudly, gesture 

more expansively, and project ideas more broadly than mental 

practice, students were not prepared for the way their 

speech would be delivered. This may have contributed to 

their anxiety. 

For Speech 1 and Speech 3, there were no significant 

correlations between frequency of Practice strategy use and 
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public speaking anxiety. The nature of Speech 1 may have 

contributed to its results. Because the first speech was 

relatively short with regard to time requirements, students 

may not have seen the need to spend a great deal of time 

perfecting their delivery. Furthermore, if the topic was 

chosen from their Own Interests, the student may have felt 

comfortable talking about the subject with no prior 

practice. An explanation for Speech 3 results is that the 

students had completed two previous speeches. Practice for 

this speech came from the experience of giving the other 

speeches. Therefore, the situation was not a novel one and 

the strategies used played no significant role in their 

levels of anxiety. 

Research Question Three 

Research question three examined how the frequency of 

using selected strategies related to speech evaluation 

scores. 

Topic Selection Strategies. There was no significant 

relationship for Topic Selection strategies for Speech, but, 

for both Speech 2 and Speech 3, when Other strategies were 

employed students' scores were significantly lower. This 

may indicate that students who chose topics from Other 

sources (e.g., Other People, Another Class, Searches) did 

not follow recommended procedures suggested in their 

textbooks. Thus, students may fall short of assignment 
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objectives when utilizing this strategy (Goetz & Palmer, 

1991). Reliance on Own Interests as a Topic Selection 

strategy for informative speeches and Current Events/News as 

a Topic Selection strategy for persuasive speeches may be 

more 1n line with these particular assignments. 

Audience Analysis Strategies. When engaging 1n 

Audience Analysis, the only significant correlations with 

evaluation scores appeared in the third speech. Students 

who reported using Occasion/Situation to analyze the 

audience had higher scores on their speeches. The 

Occasion/Situation strategy can be interpreted as developing 

the speech directly in line with the assignment given. The 

closer students stayed to objectives of the assignment, the 

better prepared they were for the presentation (Wilhite, 

1990) . Students who reported using Other Audience Analysis 

strategies (e.g., Own Interests, Own Knowledge) scored 

significantly lower on their speeches. It could be that 

students who focused on their own needs and interests and 

did little to pinpoint audience expectations scored lower 

because they ignored one of the fundamental elements of 

public speaking (Beebe & Beebe, 1991; Makay, 1992). 

Research Strategies. Research strategies that 

significantly influenced speaking scores were varied across 

all three speeches. For Speech 1, there was a positive 

correlation between the frequency of use of Other Library 
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Sources and speech scores. Since this was the first speech, 

students may have used several outside sources to help 

substantiate their information (Fister, 1992). This 

correlation could suggest that when presenting a speech for 

the first time, the uncertainty may cause many students to 

go "above and beyond" what is necessary to achieve a good 

grade (Biggs, 1979). 

Interestingly, students who reported us1ng Other 

Library Sources for Speech 2 scored significantly lower on 

their speech scores. Perhaps the best reason to explain 

this difference is a matter of laziness. Biggs (1979) 

claims that students do only what is absolutely necessary to 

complete an assignment. Since the second speech was a 

continuation of the first, students may have kept the same 

strategy and attempted to improve on it. Another plausible 

explanation may be that students used this same strategy in 

an attempt to change topics between Speech 1 and Speech 2. 

Although it was unnecessary, even recommended not to do so, 

some students may have gone against the assignment and chose 

new topics (Goetz & Palmer, 1991). 

Students who more frequently reported us1ng Own 

Knowledge as research for Speech 3 did not score as high on 

their speeches. Once again, the nature of Speech 3 may have 

been a factor. Because it is persuasive, students who used 

own Knowledge were less able to present a well-documented 

persuasive speech. As a result, their grades were lower 
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than others. Another reason for the negative correlation 

between frequency of Own Knowledge usage and speech score 

may be the result of laziness on the part of the student. 

Because it is easier and more convenient to draw from Own 

Knowledge than to actively research, many students may have 

opted for the former strategy. 

Practice Strategies. The frequency of Practicing 

Outloud was significantly associated with higher speech 

scores for Speech 1. The first speech is often a source of 

great concern to the students because of the novelty that it 

presents (McCroskey, 1984). Those who Practiced Outloud 

were more prepared for the speaking assignment and improved 

their speaking performance (Goetz & Palmer, 1991). There 

were no significant correlations for Practice strategy and 

evaluation scores for Speeches 2 and 3. Practice for these 

two strategies may have come from presenting Speech 1 so, 

students did not feel the need to practice. 

Implications 

Based on the results of this study, certain conclusions 

can be drawn with regard to students' speech preparation 

strategies. First, students' selection of certain speech 

strategies can and does play a role in state anxiety levels. 

Depending on which strategies students use 1n preparing for 

speeches, levels of state anxiety will vary. Alternatively, 
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the levels of public speaking anxiety may in turn influence 

students' frequency of selecting speech strategies. It was 

also shown that the frequency of selecting particular speech 

strategies affected students' performance scores. 

Therefore, communication educators should consider more 

closely the impact of speech preparation strategies on state 

anxiety and performance scores. 

One finding of this study for communication education 

1s that different speech assignments were affected by 

var1ous preparation strategies. For example, informative 

speeches were influenced by Own Interest Topic selection 

strategies while persuasive speeches seemed to be impacted 

by Current Events/News Topic selection strategies. This 

highlights the importance of creating distinct categories of 

strategies dependent on speech criteria. Current thinking 

on speech preparation strategies makes no attempt to 

delineate these strategies based on the nature of the speech 

assignment (Palmerton, 1992). Although some general 

strategies have been proposed by communication educators 

(Hamilton & Parker, 1990; Beebe & Beebe, 1991; Makay, 

1992;), it might be worthwhile to begin considering how 

these distinct strategies may be applied to different 

speeches. 

The differences 1n strategies used for persuasive 

speeches point to "learning" on students' part about 

developing speeches. The nature of the persuasive speech 
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requires that students transfer from one type of assignment 

requirements to another. In effect, students use holistic 

methods of preparation for informative speeches and 

serialist methods of preparation for persuasive speeches 

(Entwistle et al., 1979). 

Once these strategies have been applied to speech 

criteria, then it would be possible to determine which 

strategies are most effective for reducing public speaking 

anxiety and which strategies would help increase performance 

scores. Public speaking teachers would then be able to 

instruct students on methods of preparation that 

significantly reduce anxiety levels while promoting 

strategies that increase performance. For example, when 

attempting an informative speech, teachers might want to 

suggest that their students pick a topic from their own 

interests, analyze the audience's interest in the topic, 

research their topic by looking in books and gathering 

information from their own knowledge, and practice outloud 

several times before the speech. These strategies should 

aid students in lowering their levels of state anxiety while 

increasing their performance scores. 

This study could be expanded to areas outside of 

academe. Speech preparation strategies could be useful for 

reducing anxiety and increasing performance ability 1n any 

public speaking situation. Business presentations, sales 

speeches, and other fields could benefit directly from this 



information. If people are expected to perform at an 

acceptable level, then research must determine what 

strategies help individuals perform at higher levels and 

with less anxiety. 
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DIRECTIONS: The following items describe how people 
communicate in various situations. Choose 
the number from the following scale that best 
describes how you felt during the speech you 
just completed, and write the number in the 
blank to the left of the item. 

Not At All 
1 

Somewhat 
2 

Moderately So 
3 

Very Much So 
4 

--

--

--
--

--
--

--

--

1. I felt tense and nervous. 
2. I felt self-confident while talking. 
3. While talking, I was afraid of making an 

embarrassing or silly slip of the tongue. 
4. I worried about what others thought of me. 
5. I felt calm when I was talking. 
6. I felt ill at ease using gestures when I spoke. 
7. I could not think clearly when I spoke. 
8. My listener(s) seemed interested in what I had to 

say. 
9. I felt poised and in control while I was talking. 

10. My body felt tense and stiff while I was talking. 
11. My words became confused and jumbled when I was 

speaking. 
12. I felt relaxed when I was talking. 
13. My fingers and hands trembled when·I was speaking. 
14. I felt I had nothing worthwhile to say. 
15. I had a "deadpan" expression on my face when I 

spoke. 
16. I found myself talking faster or slower than usual. 
17. While speaking, it was easy to find the right words 

to express myself. 
18. I felt awkward when I was talking. 

--19. My heart seemed to beat faster than usual. 
20. I maintained eye contact when I wanted to. 

--

In the space below, please respond to the following 
questions. 

1 . How did you go about selecting a topic for this speech? 

2. How did you go about analyzing the audience for this 
speech? 

3. What did you do to research your topic for this speech? 

4. What did you do to practice for this speech? 
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Speech 1 

Rate the speech by circling the appropriate number: 

1=poor 2=fair 3=average 4=good 5=excellent 

1. Did the speaker use clear, interesting, 
and accurate language? 

2. Did the speaker appear confident and 
self-controlled? 

3. Did the speaker appear to be well-prepared? 

4. Was the quality of the speaker's voice 
acceptable? 

5. Was there a m1n1mum of vocalized pauses? 

6. Was the rate, pitch, and volume 
appropriate? 

7. Were gestures and movement used 
appropriately? 

General Comments: 

Did the speaker satisfy time requirement? ________ _ 
(Subtract one point for each minute over) 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Speech 2 

Rate the speech by circling the appropriate number: 

1=poor 2=fair 3=average 4=good 5=excellent 

1. Were the general and specific purpose and 
core idea clear? 

2. Were the main points clearly distinguishable 
from each other? 

3. Was sufficient support material provided 
for each main point? 

4. Were transitions used effectively? 

5. Were the introduction and conclusion 
complete and distinguishable from the body? 

6. Was there effective use of multiple 
clarity devices? 

7. Was there effective use of attention devices 
to both gain and hold attention? 

8. Did the speaker use clear, interesting, and 
accurate language? 

9. Did the speaker appear confident and 
self-controlled? 

10. Did the speaker use sufficient and 
appropriate eye contact? 

11. Did the speaker appear to be well prepared? 

12. Was the speaker's vocal quality acceptable? 

13. Were vocalized pauses kept minimum? 

14. Was vocal rate, pitch, and volume 
appropriate? 

15. Were gestures and movement used 
appropriately? 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

Did the speaker satisfy the time requirement? ______ _ 
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Speech 3 

Rate the speech by circling the appropriate number: 

1=poor 2=fair 3=average 4=good 

Structure 
Introduction 

The Attention Step of the Motivated 
Sequence was easy to identify. 

The purpose of the speech was clearly 
stated. 

A preview of main points or ideas was 
clearly stated. 

Body 
The main points were easy to identify 

and follow. 
The Need was clearly stated. 
The means for Satisfaction was clearly 
stated. 

Future expectations (visualization) were 
clearly stated. 

Conclusion 

Content 

A summary of maln points or ideas was 
clearly stated. 

The speech purpose was restated or 
reinforced. 

The desired Action sought by the 
speaker was clearly stated. 

Sufficient and appropriate evidence was 
used to support main points. 

Sources used were current and reputable. 
The use of reasoning and appeals was 

sound. 
Specific points and ideas were clear at 

each step of the motivated sequence. 

Delivery 
The speaker's language was appropriate to 

the purpose and audience. 
The speakers used correct grammar, 
pronunciation, and articulation. 

5=excellent 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 



The speaker's vocal expression was 
appropriately varied. 

The speaker's movement and gestures were 
appropriate to the event. 

Credibility 
Speaker credibility was enhanced through 
overall quality of structure, content and 
delivery. 

Did speaker satisfy the time requirement? -----
(Subtract one point for each minute over.) 
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1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 



APPENDIX C 

PERSONAL REPORT OF PUBLIC SPEAKING ANXIETY 

75 



DIRECTIONS: This instrument is composed of thirty-four 
statements concerning feelings about communicating with 
other people. Indicate the degree to which statement 
applies to you by marking whether you (1) strongly agree, 
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( 2) agree, ( 3) are undecided, ( 4) disagree, or ( 5) strongly 
disagree with each statement. Work quickly; just record 
your first impression. 

____ 1. While preparing for g1v1ng a speech, I feel tense 
and nervous. 

2. I feel tense and nervous when I see the words 
----

speech and public speech on a course outline while 
studying. 

____ 3. My thoughts become confused and jumbled when I am 
giving a speech. 

4. Right after giving a speech, I feel that I have had ----
a pleasant experience. 

____ 5. I get anxious when I think about a speech coming up. 
6. I have no fear of giving a speech. 

----
7. Although I am nervous just before starting a speech, ----

I soon settle down after starting and feel calm and 
comfortable. 

8. I look forward to giving a speech. 
---

9. When the instructor announces a speaking assignment 
---

in class, I can feel myself getting tense. 
10. My hands tremble when I am giving a speech. ----11. I feel relaxed while giving a speech. 

---
12. I enjoy preparing for a speech. ----13. I am in constant fear of forgetting what I prepared 

----
to say. 

14. I get anxious if someone asks me something about my 
--

topic that I do not know. 
15. I face the prospect of giving a speech with 

--
confidence. 

16. I feel that I am in complete possess1on of myself 
-- while giving a speech. 

17. My mind is clear when giving a speech. 
---18. I do not dread giving a speech. 

19. I perspire just before giving a speech. 
----20. My heart beats very fast just as I start a speech. 

21. I experience considerable anxiety while sitting in -- the room just before my speech starts. 
22. Certain parts of my body feel very tense and rigid -- while giving a speech. 
23. Realizing that only a little time remains in a -- speech makes me very tense and nervous. 

--24. While giving a speech I know I can control my 
feelings of tension and stress. 
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25. I breathe faster just before giving a speech. --26. I feel comfortable and relaxed in the hour or so -- just before giving a speech. 

--27. I do poorer on speeches because I am anxlous. 
28. I feel anxious when the teacher announces the date -- of a speaking assignment. 
29. When I make a mistake while giving a speech, I find --

it hard to concentrate on the parts that follow. 
30. During an important speech, I experience a feeling --

of helplessness building up inside me. 
31. I have trouble falling asleep the night before a --

speech. 
32. My heart beats very fast while I present a speech. 

--
33. I feel anxious while waiting to give my speech. 

--
34. While glvlng a speech I get so nervous I forget 

--
facts I really know. 
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