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Chapter 1

Intrcduztion

znd educsztor
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Many psychologists, philoscophers,
that individual cself-cencests develeop, in large pzart,

insd frem ¢communicative transactizns.

(1]

thrcugh perceptions 3

0y
i

If{f the nature ¢t the tr=nsaction chéng , percepticnse czn

L

chsnas, and s21lf-concept can be altersd.

i

elf-zoncept
combinss with many influences including cultural heritage,
environment., and past experiences to form the bzsis of an

individusl ‘s unique communicetive and behzvicr péetternc.

There is aenerz] agreemsnt with Phillips (1%9&0b) thet

Lo
r+;

thare are pecple in this world whes have 2 grezt de:zl
dif{iculty with communicative transaction=s invoalving others
becauses they lack neceseszrvy skille. are fezarful cf

communicating, see no advantage in communicating, and/or

have self-concepts which precluds communicating. If &
person has difficulty communicating, for whstever r=ason,
communicative enxiety is likely to develcp.

Different settings ¢r contexts for communicastive acts

produce different levels of anxiety for an individueal.
Perhaps the mcst stressful context for most psople is public
speaking--when an individual spezks in frpnt cf a large
group of people. FPublic speaking anxiety has been the focus
cf much discussi2sn and resea2rch by coemmunication

professionals in recsnt vears. Much of this effort has Freen

[



directed at attempting tc identity people who are highly
anxious in public speaking situations and to develop methcds
of helping these people contro2] their anxietyv.

Diagnecesing public =pezking a2nxisty requires =z
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understanding of the disfunctinn’s manitestztions,
and the situzstions in which it cccurs. In additicn, the
dysfunction must be perceived as a significant preblem bv
th= anxicuse individuel so that the indjividu=zl will be
motivataed to participate in a trestment progream

Almost 2311 colleges and universities have basic public
speaking courzes and, {for many students at theze
instituticns, successful ccmpleticn cf the basic speech
ccurse is a requirsment {sr graduyation. £ gcal for these

courses, obviocusly, is toc make students better public

in
ho)
m
i
F]
or

spezkers--the implication is that students” excessivs
anxiety must be eliminated or contrclled.

Although much research has keen conducsted within the

"

public speaking courses arene, little focuszs ha been put on
how the student interprats the environment during the

prccess of public speaking. The purpocse cf this study is to-

Lo
~~

investigate the develcpment of the changing process
students” anxieties, attitudes, and goals during their
participaticn in & public speaking fundzmentels course.
Assumptions underlying this investigaticn will be based on
George Kelly's perspectijive put forth in the P=rsonal

Ccnstruct Theory (19581} .
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While manv thecries in the develcpment c¢f cognitive
psychology recognize the individual 2s a thinking/f=eeling
entity, most emphasize an isoclated view of either the
cognitive or emotional aspect of development, failing to
mak= clear how the tw: relate. Problems surface whan the
cognitive and emotiongl elements a2re vunited during a

change. Perscnel Construct Thecory (PCT), however, provides

w

an integreted view of how an individual uniquely proccesse
an event based upon the individual!’s cown previocus
assumptions. Morecover, how the individual perceives an
event can be subject to change. Emcticn becomes just
another construction during chanage

PCT was developed by George Kelly (¢1955) to help

individuals knew and understand their world. When
individuals interpret their strategical pecsiticns of evants,
they heve an unlimited wealth of opticns from which to
chcose . The options can range from claiming to be victims
of the real nature of things to assuming totzl
responsibility fcr one’s behavicral choices. Kelly stated

that the freedom gained from the control exercised in the
construction process depended upon the extent to which the

events from <ne’‘s prior assumptions were construed,



anticipated, and then directed (Kelly, 1955,
The Personal Conestruct Thecry is formally stated in one
fundeamental postulate: "“"Persons’ processes are

psvchologically channelized by the ways in which they

eanticipate events" (Kelly, 1955, p. 46, and it is elaborated
by eleven corcllaries which will be presented and dicscussed
later in this review:

While the universe may be reazl, each individual s
perception of reality varies in relation to that
individual’s own construction svstem. Experienc_s_are
construed in wavs limited ¢nly by the individual - s
interpretive systems (Landfield and Leitner, 1980} Kelly

empleyed the metaphor “man-the-scientist” in his deiign to
emphzsize that individuals have their own theories about the
werld, es well as their own sxpectations.

In order tc predict, explain, and understend their
world, perscons erect systems of persondl constructs or
cognitive "templates” through which they interpret events.
To represent an event by means of a construct is tco make an
inference. It is to construe the event in such a way that
it could happen &gain. According to Kelly, a cocnstruct is
fundamentally a3 bipolar dimension cf judgment (e.g .,
good/béd, intelligent/stupid, interesting/dull). These
constructs are systematically oragznized and interconnected,
permitting inferences to be drawn and anticipations

concerning future events tc be made. Only a certain range



of events will "“{fit" for anticipating. Construing is
channelized by anticipaticn, net by the given nature of thes
events (Mancusc & Adzms=-~Webker, 198>,

Cocnstructs are the discriminations which individuals
make, not the labels attached to them. Naturally, no tweo
events or people are identical., it is cnly the individuzls’

cbilities to construct which allow them te see rep=stitive

themes in their environment. The use of ceonstructs creates
patterns c¢f{ similarity. Discriminaticons isoslate and‘or
ascscciate events intb patterncs. Accerding to Kellv, these

patterns lezd to se=gmenting cocne’'s reality, and it is theszse
inferpreted segments c¢cf the past that are uszed to predict

future events.

In this process of construction and reccnstruction. the-

person actively tries to encompass his inner and cutsr

4]

worlds, psvcholeogically, by meanzs ¢f personal
dimensicns of ewareness anchored by contrasts in
meaning and at different levels of verbal awareness.
These dimensions of awarenes:s, or percsonal constructs,
are formed by the processes of differentiaticn and
integration; that is, the wzys in which svents ars
similar and different from others. The perscn
experiences his life by noting s<ries cof events {from

which he abstracts ths recurring themes and their

contrasts. This dual process of abstracting and

oy



contrasting defines construing... . e process which mzsy
encempass what we kneoew as feelings, velues, and

behavior (Land{ield & Leitner, 1930, p.51).

Kelly emphasized the intérrelated inclusiveness of the
Per=conal Construct System. Understanding cne’s weorld is s
transfcrmaticn from the individual s interpretation ot pacst
experiences and cobservations, sz new Idezs, experiences, and

N
ocbservations continually challenge and elaborzte the
personal construct system. This =system consists of
supercrdinate and csubordinate constructs (1.2 .,
prioritization),; the superordinate constructs have more
implicaticon and a wider range of convenience than their
subordinate constructs. This pyramidal structure alsec msvy
be used as a raticnele for making cheices; the mcost
superordinate constructs are the m-s5t relevant, but 311 are
interrelated. "This evoluticn of persconal constructs inteo 2
personal construct system allows the construer tc minimize
incompatibilities and inconsistencies” (Landfield & Leitner,
‘19860, p.8B1.

Individuzls trv to understand the world by eliminating
chacs, or they move in the directicn that will provide
greater meaning and greater possibilities for anticipating
events. When the individuvual is {faced with & novel
experience, he may have difficulty applving a relevant

construct since initial construing is done thrcocugh permeatble



constructs. The impermsable constructs reject various
elements of the event on the basis of their newness. In
cases where anv or a8ll of the s5ituaticn is anticipated with
dread or uncertainty, ths mcst common reaction to &
situaticen of this nature is avoidance. The individual may
choose to aveoid the ncvel event because it may fcrce the
application of a3 "template” that does nct fit into the
censtruction system.

Since knowing all about the universe and evervthing
within it is impossible, Landfield and Leitner (1980)
contend that invalidation and reconstruction are & part of
each perzon‘s life. While avcidence adds no benefits, "th=a
experience cof being “wrong”® is educationally as important &=
the experiencs of being ‘right’" (Bannistesr & Fransells,
1986, p. 77) . Educational growth is not just the
accumulation of data, but the organizing and developing of
an increasingly complex structure of related concepts.

According tc Bannister and Fransellz (19843, the
direction in which an individual moves will seem to
eleborate his construct system. This elaboration mav take
the form of definition (validating elemsnts which have
already been ¢onstrued!) or extension (reaching out to
increases the range of the construct system hy egploring new
arzas that are only partially understood). This does not
suggest that the process is always successful. “We'can

cver~define to a point where we suffer the death of ultimate



boredom, circling in a ritual manner arcund the Same arez.
or we can over—extend the system and suffer death by
ultimate chacs" (Bannister & Fransella, 1986, p.13).
Nevertheless, change always is an slternative and it is
relevant to the accuracy of the individual ‘s anticipations.
Since individuzls are continually changing, they cannct be

categcorized or labeled into stages. Developm=nt implies

J

T ecssicn toward an end product. PCT meintains onlvy

™
-

g

¥

meaningful change, with the individual changing {from moment
to moement . Eccording to Kelly, the changes occur rapidly or

cslowly In relation to experience.

D
o

With PCT it i=s possible to gain & meaningful picture
84 person‘s construct system. Interacting with another
persen doces neot imply that the construct svstems ares the
zame, onlv that c¢ne can tcrm a8 m=aningful picture of the
cther’'s understanding of an event and, therefore, understand

how to help change or otherwise influence the other’ s

construing.

One of the major obstacles faced by many studants in
public speaking fundamentals classes is communication
arprehension. Such apprehensioﬁ can vary in form and in
level of intensity.

Although communication apprehensicn (CA) has

constituted 2 major concern to social scientists for the



past 20 yesars, widespread agreement concerning what
censtitutes communicatison apprehension has net been
established.

Perhzps the most active CA researcher in the speech
communication discipline has besn James McCroskey (1977,
19890, and 1984): McCroskey (1984, p.13) has defined
communication apprehension as "an individual’'s leve] of fear
cr anxiety asscciated with either real c¢cr anticipated
communication with another person or persons. " Acccocrding to
McCreskey (1984). communication apprehension can be
conceptualized &s being on a continuum which ranges frcm
trzit chzracteristics to state charactericstics. Treaitlike
CA is a relativelv enduring perscnality type corientation
towzrd a given mede of communication acrocss a wide variety

cf ¢contexts. Stat=slike C&, con the other hand, i

U]
[

relatively enduring personzlity type orientation toward
communication in a given type of context.

Glaser (1981) described the global construct of
communication apprehension and aveoidance inveolving anxiety
predispositions toward a ccmplex communication problem.
Reticence, communication apprehension, shyness, socjal
enxiety, and unwillingness to communicate al]l claim unique
orientations under the multidimensional broad construct of
cemmunication apprehension and avecidance. CGlaser noted
cverlapping of symptoms and causes: "Communication

apprehension and avoidance is multidimensional in nature and
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contains cognitive, behavicral, and phvsiolcgical discomfort
that interact to produce varving forms ot this complex
communication dysfunction" (Glzser, 1921, p.32z1).

Burgocon and Hale (1983a) support the view of multiple
distinctions in predispesitions toward communication
arpprehension, and label the glotal coenstruct as
communication reticence. Burgoon and Hele zcknowlsdage th=
overlapping of the predispositions as fcllows: ". . . they
shazre in common the affective, ¢cognitive, and behaviorsl
manifestations of anxiesty about communicating., avcidancs of
so-1al encounters, reticence with interchange and nsgative
attitudes towards azpects of the ccmmunication_pracess”
(Burgcon & Hale, 1983a, p.2Z381. Ac:ording to Buraccon and
Hale, communication apprehen=zicn is a multifaceted
construct, in which the mode of communication, perscnality
type, and attitude towsrd communication all are ccntributing
factors that trigger verious antecedents attributed to the
communication apprehension syndrome. Reticence alung one
dimensicn deces not equal reticence along another dimension.

Kelly {(1982) states there may be faw behavicrel
manifeststions of differencss Lbetween the four major
constructs of communication apprehension, reticence,
unwillingness to communicate, and shyness. The overlapping
similerities, according tc Kelly, may appezr due to severcl
factors operating simultansously. “Individuals differ in

regard to their level of anxiety about communication, to ths
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situaticns that elicit that anxiety, in the emount of
avoidance they exzhibit, and in the stztements that they make
about themselves and communicaticn® (Kelly, 1982, p. 1121,
The individual’s anxiety and pr=dispositions to situaticns
in which they are presented are interrelated. Significant
problems could develop by labeling as if the predispositions
were independent of one ancther. The micslabeling and
misidentification problems could ke worss than the anxiety
problems.

Biggers and Masterson (1%9&4) concurred that there are
many cocbstacles facing the conceptualicaticon and
cperaticnalism c¢f the anxiety construct. The independent
varieble (situation) and the dependent variable (anxisty)
are the key issues. The situation, in coperational terms, is
& unigque organization o0f perscns, things, and aztions 3s

difficult to

0

perceived by the organism. The situation i
manipulate and measure due tc the complexity cf the
veriables involved. According to Biggers and Masterscn
(19849, a person with high trait apprehension will
experience mcre anxiety across situations than will &8 perscn
with lower trait apprehencion because more importance is
placed on the situation.

Since emction is the primary reaction to any stimulus,
it meav be possible to describe communication situations in
terms of emcticns elicited by them. The situation becomes a

.significant factor of influence tc the highly apprehenszive



individual, according to McCroskev and Beatty (1984)

Eehavior is net the central criterion appropriate for
determining the vealidity of an anxiety trait. Rather

behavicr is the product of interaction of

predispesitional traits and respons=s to aspects of{ a
given situation in which the bkehavior is tc be
pertormed. ..  (McCroskey & Beatty, 1984, p.7%90.

The c¢gnstuct of trait communication apprehension
functions as a predispositicnal characteristic toward future
events partly as & rezult of a particuler combination of an
individual s pes emotional experiences. It is not uncommon
for an individual to ccnceive an entire nevel event in a
negative manner simply by reflecting cn one negative aspect
cf the situation. However, Brownell and Katula (19&4)
reported that a person’s anxiety level changes cver time in
a8 given situation. In public speaking fundamentals
reseerch, Brownell and Katula found that subjects reported
higher levels cof anxiety immediétely pricr to or during the
first two minutes of the speesch sxperisnce. “People often
have increased speech anxiety becsuse they have not realized
that, when handled properly, it is & momentary experience"”
(Brownell & Katula, 1?84, p.248) . It would seem likely that
any association or attachment of the se2mantic label
“apprehensive’ with a beginning speech student suffering

from 3 fluctuating sensaticn of novel anticipation could



develop intc a vicariously learned situation of dread which
could develop into anxiety predispositions for other
speaking experiences.

Beatty, Behnke, and McCallum (197&) view communication
apprehension as an anxjiety trait. Anxiety is not a stable
trait, but varies in levels and intensity from situaticn to
situation. In the case o0f beginning speaking apprehsnsicn,

levels and intensity are determined, at least in pert, by

the anticipated speech performsnce.

Treatment methods for the various svndromes cof
communication anxiety predispcsitions can be classified into
three major areas: systematic desencitizaticn, communicatioen
zki1lls training, and cognitive restructuring btehavicr
therapies.

ic < sitiz icn. Svstematic desensitizaticn
is besed upcn the principle of "reciproccal inhibiticn”
(Wolpe, 1958). Since it is imposcsible to be relaxed and
tense at the same time, by pairing aversive stimuli with
relexation, anxiety will be reduced. Teaching people to be
relaxed in the presence of anxiety over a8 period of time
further enhances performences by inhibiting the anxiety
recsponse (Glaser, 1981). While there are studies clearly
reporting the success of individual programs offering

systematic desensitization tg¢ reduce anxieties associated
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with public speaking (Hofiman & Sprague, 1982, McCroskevy,
Ralph, & Barrick, 1970; Meichenbaum, Gilmore, Barnard, &
Fedoravicius, 1971; Paul, 1965, Pedersen, 1980), there is
evidence that it is likely to be effective for only thoze
anxieties of dysfunctional communication resulting frcm the
conditicns of response inhibiticon. It does not appear tc be
use{ful] to those people who, for example, lack communication
or social skills, or those who have misconceived perceptions
cf themselves, the situation, or their capabilities. It
doe= not &appear to be useful to thcse, &s investigated by
Friedrich and Goss (1984), whs are not motivated to use the
skills thev have acquired through the years.

Glaser (1981) noted inconsistency in the results of
systematic desensitization trestment programs given f{fcr
public speaking anxiety. Glaser stated thet the difficulty
iz in the interpretation of the results ¢f treatment using
only the self-report measure as the dependent variable.
ARccording to Glaser, systematic desensitization is &
lJaboratory treatment and meay not provids a generalizatiocn to
other real life communication situations. Kelly ©1982) and
Glaser (1981) questioned the limited subject selection
criteria used for placing candidates intco the systematic
desensitization treatment programs.

RAuerbach (1981) suggested that the systematic
desensitization prcgram makes implications to the person

that "your fear shows vour head is defective, s0 we will



give you mental exercises to fix it (Auerbach, 1981,

p.107). In addition, Auerbach suggested that the success or
failure of the systematic desensitization mode of treatment
depends, for the mcst part, on the therapicst’s percsonality,
langusge, and ths length of time spent with the subject
individually.

Although many studiez indicated improvement with thes
systematic desensitizetion program, there is conclusive
evidence that it works better in cembination with other
modes of anrxiety-reducing treatment. The individuai is

benefited by the presence of others (Paul & Shannen, 1966).

1t

roup desensitization treatments were superior to both
individual insight treatment and the attention-plezcebo
pProgram. However, Paul found the most imprcvement within 2
group that experienced the combination of the group
decensitization treatment followed bv group discussion.
Glaser (1981), along with Meichenbaum (1977), also adveocated
combination of treatments. Recent trends in cognitive
restructuring used in conjunction with systematic
desensitization assume that if & perscon can relax in the
face of aversive stimuli, while replacing the negative
self-statements with pocsitive self-statements, the person’s
level of anxiety will decrease as she or he gains more
centrol of the situation.

In & 1982 surveyv conducted by Hoffman and Sprague which

erxamined the various treatment programs operating at
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universities, the majority of those responding revealed that
they utilize a2 combinaticn of treatment methods. No
combination of treatment methods was preferred. Howevwver,
cver helf reported using some form of systematic
desensitization as one of the components.

Communication Skills Training. Anxiety can result from
lack of speaking skills or from fear grounded in
insufficient speaking experience (Neer & Kircher, 1984).
Remcoving cor alleviating the anxiety for thesz peocople will do
nothing more than reduce the incentive to gain more skills
by allowing an unskillful performance which results in
negatjve pavoffs and a8 return of the anxiety (Phillips,
1984). A little healthy tensicn is an asset to the
performance of any speaker. Performance tenszion, according
te Phillips (1980a), gets the individual intc the mindset
for & quality performance. Stage actors and athletes
consider this characteristic to be an important component in
a skillful performance. Only when the skills exist is it

feasible tc¢ remove the anxietvy.

)
m

Phillips (1984) explained the concept of "reticence"”
8 condition of communication avoidance due t¢ inadequate
communication skills. These people know what they know and
what they know is that they cannot communicate effectively.
A treatment program to alleviate reticence was proposed by
Phillips. He believed that a reticent percson could have

procblems in (a) identifying situations in which



communication coculd make a8 diifference, (b} defining his/her
communicetion goels, (c) analyzing persons and situaticns,
(d) selecting ideas and putting them into logical sequence,
(e) choosinag appropriate words to express the ideas, ()
speaking clearly enough to be understood and with
apprcpriate nonverbal communication, and (g} accurately
perceiving the level of success achieved and making
adeptation in communicaticn in the case of failure to
achieve goals (Phillips & Sokoloff, 1979). Treatment for the
reticent must g¢ bevond the alleviation of anxiety
(Phillips, 1%84). In programs which focus on instruction,
goal setting, behavioral rehearsal, in vivo assignments, and
feedback, improvements have been ocbserved by the trainers,
the students, and cutside observers (Metzger, 1%76).

In a study reported by Kelly (19843, some
incongruencies in the conceptualization of problems within
the public speaking context ¢of communication skills were
pointed out. Most resesrch places the focus of the problem
on internal anxiety thaf produces cutward manifestatizns of
behavioral disrupticns. “"ABnriety about or difficulty with
public speaking can be the result of internal
anxietv-producing behavioral disruptions or behavioral
disruptions due to lack of skill;” (Kelly, 1984, p.192).
Kelly {further delineated the problem of skills deficiencies,
stating that the cause-effect of these outwafd

manifestations could be one or & combination of many



relevant. variable(s). Argvle (1981) identified eight of the

relevent variables which could present behavioreal

disruptions to the speaker. These are: (al the ability to

perceive ranother accurately;, (b) the abilitv toc teke the

rcle of another; (c) the ability to communicate cne’

o

attitudes and emotiocns nonverbally; (d) the ability to
provide others with clear reinfercement and reward,; {(e) the
ability to plan goals and modify behavicr as nececssary while

®
pursuing those goals; (f) the ability to send signals thet
accurately present one’'s role, status, and cther aspects of
jdentity, (g} the sbility to analyze situations and their
rules in order to adapt behavicr; and (h) the ability to
meke utterances that tit inte the orderly sequence in
interaction.

Phillips (1980b, 1984) maintzined that ths principzal
causal elsment of reticence is inadequate communication
skills kncwledge. Ccmmunication involves subprccessing
areas r=quiring three distinct abilities: (&) the ability to
cecnceive a3 message that is adapted to the audience andg
situation, (b} the ability to carry out the plan as it was
intended, and (c) the ability to evaluate one’'s own
performance to make modifications in the plan for future
attempts.

The effectiveness of skills training as a treatment of
public spezking dysfunctional communicatiocn has not been

well established. Kelly (1984) suggested that the focus has
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been too narrow and has not looked beyond the reduction of

anxiety intoc other aspects of skills training.

Although it seems ~clear that skills training doces
produce reductionsz in speech anxiety, it is unlikely
that just because an individual feels less anxicus and
is observed to be less anxious that he or she is an
effective public speaksr. Skills training must focus
cn other behavioral components of public spesking that
are related to effective performance (Kelly, 1984,

p.202).

Cognitijve Restructurinag Assuming that meos
apprehensive people have the basic skills necessary to
function competently but suffer frcm irrationel negative
self-statements, cognitive restructuring focuses on having
the subject take control of the situation. Self-control
represents a coenscious decision to achieve & desired outcome
determined by the individusl. Cognitive restructuring
involves identifving irrational self-statements, evaluating
the situation, delaving impulsive actions through conscious
thcught and language, and replacing the irrational
self-statements with rational self-statements that are
appropriate for the situaticon and in accord with the
predetermined gocal. Cognitive behavioral treatments have
been developed to assist individuals in overcoming the

habits of i1llogical reascning without fear of devastation



caused by irrational beliefs or expectations. This type of
behavior modification treatment is baced on the rational
emotive therapy (RET) principles of Ellis (1980). The
popularity and effectiveness of this type of treatment and
its variations have been confirmed in communication and
psychalogy journeals. Compering the RET trezatment to no
treatment in the area of public speaking apprehencsion,
Trexler and Karst (1972) showed clearly how effective this
mocde of treatment can be.

A2 similar treatment which directs the individual in
managing cognitions by cultivating more positive
self-statements is the cognitive modification program
developed by Meichenbaum (1977). The monitoring of an
individual‘s internal dialogue through self-observaticn
indicates which negative self-statements need tc be reélaced
with positive self-statements. Generzlly, increacsing the
individual ‘s repertoire of positive self-statements expands
the scope of possibilities for managing effective
cocmmunication. This form of management helps the individual
manifest positive behavier by developing mcre facilitative
self-talk (Glogower, Fremouw, & McCroskey, 1978; Gross &
Fremouw, 1982, Meichenbaum et al., 1971).

It has been demonstrated that skills training,
systematic desensitization, and cognitive restructuring all
eare successful, but only when the cause matches the

treatment . The clinician’s optimal goal is to match the
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client with the effective therapv for the =sffect
(Meichenbaum et al., 1971). However, Brownell and Katula
(19841 suggest that treatments rarely address the individual
communication malady. In addition, the conditions might
improve without treatment.

The problem remains--if the predispcositions are
distinct constructs, they are not interchangeable. Using
the wrong treatment on the communication dysfunction or
mislabeling &2 predispcsiticn might make conditions more
debilitating (Cleavenger, 1984). According to the survey
conducted by Hoffmen and Sprague (1982) and Foss (1982),
universities do mnot tailor the treétment to the individuzl
problems of the students. If a student has been designated
as apprehensive in the public speaking fundamentals class,
it is possible that seversl conditions may be operating at
once. Labeling or categorizing the student at that time may
cemplicate the predispositions bevond repair (Kelly, 19841
"Unless a student perceives a problem and considers it
important, it is unlikely that =/he will be a motivated
participant in & treatment pregram” (Kelly, 1982, p.102).

In many cases, the treatment program that is used by
universities is designated only by the skills of the
clinician available (Foss, 19&z).

Evaluating the conditions of communication dysfuncticns

is a complicated issue and can present mzjor problems.

Ezxploring relationships between predispositions and



behaviors argues for the use of more than one measurement of
cemmunication apprehension (Burgoocn & Hale, 1983ea).
Differences are revealed among the variougs measures in terms
of a number of chearacteristics, audiences, mctivations,

etc (Daly, 1972a}. Although the overt manifestations of
communicaticn apprehension often appear as similer evoidancs
behavior, this anxietvy can be & result of one or several
communication dysfunctioning causes (Glaser, 1981). "ESince
speech trait anxiety represents a predispeocsition to
eXxperience anxiety in communicatiocn settings, perhaps =&
better way to assess such tendencies is to measure
individusls’ state responses in several communication
situaticns and over a8 considerable time period" (Beatty,

Reknke, & McCallum, 1978, p. 1691 .



In a study involving memory and information processing,
Garromone (1984) found that & person mav attend tc and
enccde only aspects of information that are particularly
r2levant to judgment, gocals, and/or decisions the subject
expects to meke. Zajonc (1°9&0) attributed this activation
cf specific cognitive structures to intensityv and relevance
cf the individual’'s goal. Roloff and Berger (1982Z) noted an
assumption that could be made when considering the process
¢f scecial cognition or how people think about people.

Social cognition invelves the thcught process that is
focused on human interactions. Asszuming that psople are
mctivated tc understand their environmént, they will remove
uncertainties by making generslizations. Communication
constitutes behavicr represented by these thoughts.
Experience sharpens the detectors and one‘s awareness, and
expands cne‘s repertoire bvy adding additional comstructs cr
elements of impressions which compare likenessses and
differences in an inclusive manner. Research reported by
Powers, Jcrdan, and Street (1979%) indicated that this
experience has a significant impact upon individual decoding
behaviors relative to other communication attempts.

Additional impact on a perscon’s decoding behavicor,

according to Delig. Clark, and Switzer (1979}, is a person’s



genera]'interest'in people. It then becomes reasonable to
assume, according to the findings of Mayc and Crocketit
(1964), that if one has an interest in an area, more time is
spent focusing on that area of interest. Thus more complex
sets of relationships are developed among constructs, which
in turn develops the ability to differentiaste among social
cognitions. This ability 15 accompanisd by a high degree of
interceonnectedness among the constructs. The individual is
able to discriminate persons, objects, and events wifhin the
envircnment more clearly without generalizations or
sterectyping. The individual, in other words, might ascribe
multiple meanings to an interpersonal construct due to the
acquisition of & broeader communication repertoire.

One whc possesses a broad cemmunication repertoire, the
requisite skills to choose among available communication
cptions in a particular situation, and the abjlity te
implemznt selected ccmmunication behaviors effectively is a
competent ccemmunicator, according to Lustig and King (1?805,
O"Keefe and Sypher (}981), and Powers. Jordan, and Street
(1979) . Rubin and Henzl (1984) define communication
competence as an impression formed about a communicator by
cther pecple. Competence (like credibility) can be
manifested in behavior such as communication skills,
knowledge, and motivation. "Cognitively complex person:s are

more skilled at taking the other’s perspective and,



therefore, should be mdre effective in sending and receiving
me=cszges” (Rubin & Henzl, 1984, P 264) .

The ability of a cognitively complex person to mansage
apprehension more eacily than a cognitively simple person
can is well documented in the communication journals. The
cognitively complex person has less communication
apprehensiocn than does a cognitively simple person
(Tichenor, 19&1). Cates, Clark, and Dcdd (1984) reported
that cognitively complex individuals suffered less
apprehension and were less degmatic than the cognitively
simple subjects Leadership dimensions were evident &nd
significantly stable among cognitively complex subjects
(Weiss & Adler, 1981). People with highly developed socisl
perspective-taking skills are more effective in adapting
persuasive messages tc recipients. According to Clark &nd
Delia (1977), the cognitively complex perscn has more highly
developed social perspective-taking skills. The cognitively
complex person is more flexible and has more ease in
shifting, correcting, and adjusting trait attributions (Hals
&§ Delia, 1976). A more cognitively complex individual is
better at adapting to the demands of the changing social
situation than is the less complex individual (Rubin &
Henzl, 1984). Green and Sparks (1983b) suggested that the
highly apprehensive perscn identifies with low personal

competency and has little or no ability to identify
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appropriate social behaviors in him/herself or others.
Expanding one’s cognitive complexity is not limited by
one’'s intelligence. Grover (1981) contends that
intelligence is a Process. "There is no real IQ inherent 1in
the person, but only a variety of functions which may be
measured in different wavs. . . and vields various IGs thaet are
susceptible to varying degrees of medifications" (Grover,
1981, p.71). Haves (1978) repcrted that there are 48
functionse or variables that can be interrelated to
ccnstitute “"speech experience." Schroder, Driver, and
Streufert (1987) suggested that it is not only “what"
(content? cne learns, but equally relevant is "how"
{structure! one learns. During the information prozfessing
of dimensional values, & person’s interrelationships vary
from one level of integration to another; lcw to high, high
tc medium, not alwavs reaching either extreme, and not at
any regular intervals. Only at the high level can the
individual demcnstrate discrimination between stimuli within
dimensions while adapting to complex, changing situations.
Bérriers such as excessive arcusal or anxiety may have
negative effects upon the individual’s relationships.
Accerding to Schroder, Driver, and Streufert (1967), the
complexity of the structure affects the ability to deal with
information. Emotion may be the mechanism that reduces

complexity.
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Schroder et al.(1967) also acknowledged that the
individual’s structuring systems are unique. Not all
structures (content areas) of a8 person’s space are procecssed
at the same structural level. individuals have unique
speeds at which their processing structures fluctuate.

There are differences in whet the individual is assumed tc
have learmned or not learned. This uniqueness presents 3an
argument against any type of universal treatment for

communication apprehension.
A Public Speaking Fundamentals Cource

Typical of a basic university public speaking course is
the Public Speeaking Fundamentals course at the University of
Nebraska at Omaha (UNOJ. This course is & requirement for
most undergraduate students at the University. Students take
the course not only to fulfill a&a requirement but also for a
wide variety of other reasons, including sel{ improvement.

In the Public Speaking Fundamentals ccurce, students
learn and practice the basic principles of the process of
extemporaneous public speaking Thics is accomplished
through reading and discussing the textbook, Ths Art of
Public Speaking by Stephen Lucas (1983), through lecturesz,
related classroom activities, speech preparation and
rehearsal; and through actual speech deljivery with audience

feedback. Each student designs, outlines, rehearses, and



presents four speeches for evaluation. The final grade,
typically, is based on 60 percent for public speaking
performance and outlines, and 40 percent for the midterm and
final examinations.

Bccording tc the Public Speaking Fundamentals Syllabus,
there are {five suppositions underlying the basic principles

0of the course.

1. The suppcsition "that pecocple z2r2 cheoice makers is
essentiel to their being intentional communicestors  ©
(Darnell and Brockriede, ers =] : i i , 1976,

p.15)».

2. Unlike computers, human beings scmehow procgram--zndg
re-program--themselves,; then they can directly contral
their own checices and behavior by means c¢f thes prcgr:zm

and internal feedback circuits.

j. "...A basic tact: there are but two wzys of

affecting others or of attempting to change others cr

oneself . Cne is phvical force, the other is
communication. " (Thaver, C i ¢ ic

o Vs , 1968, p.B3
4. "People cannot get inside each other‘s brains to

operate the control systems there and those control

systems are whet cause behavior." (William T. Powers,



Behavior: The Control of Perception., 1973, p.271).
Thus all communicative ‘controlling’ of other persons
must be indirect, e.g., by persuading--but not
‘motivating them.” Motives are "already in residence'

rather than beina transferable.

S§. "The dominant function of communication for all

living systems is gdapticn.® (Thaver, 1968, p.33).

The public speaking fundamentals course is a

Freshman-level class and is cften a student’s first
experience with formal public speaking. With any novel
situation comes the initiation of new types of problems
(Neer & Kircher, 1984). This observation was supported
further by Miller (1978): "A new kind of problem leads to
uncertainty. This uncertainty cen be costly. When vsu
commit vour resources tb a course of action, vou will almost
always have to give scmething up. .. (become vulnerable)”
(Miller, 1978, p.13). The costs of not being able to
communicate effectively in the fundamentals class are
costly, suggests Adler (1980). Those students who are not
able to communicate effectively, or those students who are
apprehensive, surrender the perceptions by tﬁeir peers of

social attractiveness while appearing less competent and



more ocut-of-control in the situation.

Research has found that the relationship between
communication apprehension and communication effectiveness
in public speaking consistently appears to be a negative
one--when communication apprehension increacsss,
effectiveness decreasss (Freimuth, 19764, Pags, 1980). It is
reported, also, that apprehensive cstudents are less Jikely
tc be seen as leaders {(Richmond, 1984). Without previous
experience, however, few percejive themselves as compétent in
this area of communication.

Lucas (1922) reported a2 1973 survey of 3,000 American

pecple in which 41 percent stated that the fear of speaking

m

in front of groups was their greatest {fear. Sc great i
this ftear to so many, Phillips (1984} contends thaf our
society suffers a considerzble loss. Gften a perscn fecing
& speaking cpportunity chooses to remain silent, believing
that mcre will be gained by remeaining quiet than by
experiencing a negative outcome. Scociety loses thes benetfit
of the individual’'s message.

It is possible for instructors of the Public Spezking
Fundamentals course to become aware of apprehensive students
by observing their behavior and/or by listening to
bonfessions of anxiety predispositions toward verbal
communication when the students are expected to perform in

front of the class. The major behavior characteristic of &



student who is suffering communication apprehension is the
desire tc avoid communication (McCroskey, 1977a; Richmond,
19841 . Sucﬁ students become noticeable by rarely raicsing
their hands, usually sitting in the back or far sides of the
classroom., avoiding small classrocm situations, and often
missing school on required speaking dayvys. It is not unlike
an apprehensijive student, according to Richmond (1%9534), to
drop the class during the first three weeks to avoid the
situation altogether. Ncocnetheless, a lsarge number of those
students who remain in the class, for whatever reason., have
sign}{icanf negative anxiety predispositions toward
cemmunication. Communication apprehension has a variety of
etfects, but the universsal effect is communicaticon avoidance

te varving degrees (Stacks & Stcne, 19864).

o

BAccerding to Kelly (1955), it is not enough to describe
and categorize behavior. Those students enrolling in public
speaking fundamentals share many construéts csuch as
“studenting" but also differ in many constructs, including
those related to apprehensicn. Understanding comes not from
calling those students with excessive anxiety "handicaps,”
“"Sp Eds,” or "apprehensives,” but considering them thinkers,

perceivers, and learners. If this is done, the process that
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is leading the person to engsge in behavior that detracts
from effective public speaking can be studied and, if
differences between the person‘s constructs and the
constructs of those students who do not have excessive
public speaking anxiety are discovered, the person can be
helped to help himself or herself bring about change
(Bannister & Fransella, 1928B6&6).

Pzrsonal development and/or change is not a2 matter of
collecting more and more data, The Perscnel Ceonstruct
Theory views the individual ¢n & time line, changing {from
moment to moment from the time he or she is born.

Students enrolled in the public speaking cocurse ars
reacting to that environment as they see it, at that time.
These rezctions can and do change. The major gozl of the
course should be to @allow those reactions te become mores
pcsitive to public speaking experiences.

How‘can students’ constructs concerning spprehension
and the public speaking course be revealed and cafegorized?
One way might be application of the eleven corocllaries to
Kelly's (1955) basic postulate of Personal Construct Theory
which was discussed earlier in this thesis.

Kelly’s (195S5S) eleven corollaries and how they could
apply to the basic public speaking course are as follows:

1. Construction Corcllary. A perscn anticipates events

bvy construing his or her replication. Speech class ocne is
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not speech class two. Students enrolling in public speaking
fundamentals class might construct replications of previcus
speaking experiences, either their own or those of their
classmates .

2. Individuality Corcllary. Perscns differ from ezach
other in their construction of events. Although two
beginning spesech students claim to be apprehensive about the
speaking events, it is not necessarily because they have had
the same past experiences, but because they have placed the
same interpretations on their pas €experiences.

3. Organizaticn Corollary. Each person
characteristically evolves, for his or her convenience in
anticipating events, a ccnstruction system embracing ordinzal
relationships between constructs. Twe instructors may
construe a student as "apprehensive" as opposed to
"confident. " However, for the first instructor,
"apprehensive" may be related in the system to "unskilled"”
and/or "unexperienced." In the second instructor’s system,
"apprehensive” may be related to "cognitively distorted."

4. Dichotomy Corollary. A person‘s construction system
is composed of a finite number of dichotomous constructs.
When students anticipate public speaking constructs, they
have an affirmative and a negative pole. If they anticipate
being "uncomfortable," they are contrasting it with a

situation in which thevy were "comfortable. "
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5. Choice Corcllary. Persons choose for themselves that
alternative in a dichotomized construct through which they
anticipate the greater possibility for the elaboration of
their system. A student will try to move away from
confusion and toward understanding. If a student is
overwhelmed by the public speaking situation, it is likely
that he or she will try to aveid it until forced by
graduaticn requirements. If the student does not experience
the anticipated dapgers, the l1ink between these constructs
may be weakened and then that construct within the system is
modified.

6. Range Corollary. A construct is convenient for the
anticipation of a8 finite range of events only. To construe
the event of public speaking would be perceived &5 possible
only to those who hed applicable constructs available to
them within their personal construction system. Constructs

invelving "outlining," "audience feedback." or “deliverv”
would fit intc the range of public speaking constructs.

7. Experience Corollary. A person’s construction system
varies as he or she successively construes the replication
of events. A student’s personal construct systems are not a
collection ¢f trivia; they are an interpretation of what the=
person has learned from home and schcol, from goals and

values, and frcm the personal theoryv being put to the test.

8. Modulation Corollary. The variation in a person’s



construction system is limited by the permeability of the
constructs within whose range of convenience the variants
lie. Introducing public speaking to students involves
asscciating this level of communication with constructs
which are permeable to students. Conversations with
friends, non-verbal communication, and intrapersonal
ccmmunicaticn are permeable constructs which can be used to
make sense out of the new event (public communicaticn) which
cecnfronts them.

9. Fragmentation Corcllary. A perscn may successiveiv
employ & variety of constructicon subsystems which &are
inferentially incompatible with each other. A student may
be very anxious abeocut presenting a speech and may desire to
drop the class. If the superordinate construct of gcod/bad
student is more permesable and the student perceives himself
or herself to be a good student (i.e., attends clzsses, gets
Az, follows directions), the student will focllow through
with the assignment operating under conflicting constructs.
The benefits from public speaking may beccme a supercrdinate
construct to the anxious student.

10. Commonality Corollary. Te the extent that one
person employs a8 construction of experience which is similar
tc that employed by another, his or her processes are
psvchologically similar to those of the other person.

Within the environment of the public speaking class, the
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student who perceives himself or herself to be apprehensive
can be identified by an eobserver by the similarities and
diiferences o0f the various "psatterns" or behavioral
manifestaticns of apprehensicn.

11 Seciality Corollary. Tc the extent that one person
construes the construction processes. ¢f ancther, he or she
mayv play & role in a social process invelving the other
person. If the instructor can form & meaningful replicetion
of the student’s construct system, it is possikble to'relate

tc them, tc inspire them, or to change them.

ce a IJ ’

The idealistic goal of an instructor in the basic
speech class is to help each student find wave of "beccming'
an efiective public communicator. However, it i3 not
uncommon for students beginning the course tc anticipate it
with "dread." Anticipation can range {from very little
anxiety to immobilizing tear. It is possible for this
anxiety to interfere with the student’'s thought proczsses
and prevent the "“becoming." It has been the gocal of many
communication instructors to eliminate, reduce, or manage
this dysfunctional anxiety. This does not appear feasible
withcut first knowing what the studentfs perception of
public speaking is and how he cr she anticipates this

communication situation.



Communication apprehenzion is a ccmplex construct.
Attempts at isclating, identifying, categorizing, and
reanking it have found participants lost in a sea of semantic
variables. As a result, the hierarchical "maps" of this
construct véryvaccording to each researcher. The unique
personal nature of the prcblem of communication apprehension
must be accepted as stated bv the individual, albeit
problemsatic, as a8 reliable knowledge claim.

If haw the student lezrns is as relesvant to the
student ‘s learning procecss 2=z the knowledge that is learned,
the student’s attitudes, individual goals, and anxieties
will influence significently the degres c¢f develcpment
during the semester. I{f a student claims to have a negative
attitude tecward public speaking, learning public spezking
ski]!s might be anticipated with dread cor avocided. When
these cbstacle=s are presented and confronted, the student is
more likely to anticipate the public speaking experience in
a8 more realistic menner.

Perzonal growth and change is not a matter of
collecting more and more information. Change occurs when
persons broaden (construct loosely) their view ¢f reality in
order to reccnstruct it on & more complex level, or nearrow
(construct tightly) their view in order to minimize apparent
incompatibilities. The ideal learning occurs by operaiing

between appropriate tight and loose construing, since chanse



in one |is necessary for the maximum benefit of the other.
However, it may require & construction sys=tem uvf sets and
subsets in this aree tc allow continued flexible
construing. Withcut this flexibility, thecse students are
permanently positicned on either end of the continuum and
may face obstacles in elebcoraticn eof public speaking
constructs.

When students can partially construe cnly, they become
anxious. Bannister and Fransella (198¢) =tate thsat this
"emction" 1= our experience of, or resistance to, change.
Enxjiety is nct a separate factor inside them. Kelly (1955)
stzte=z there is no "level" of anxiety. Students can beccocme
anzicus when the implications of completing the task or
ascignment become obscure. Those cstudentes who iInitially
anticipate the claeass in & negative manner mésvy not be able to
visualize various factors in the process of delivering a
speech. They may not be able to visualize themselves as
confident and effective public speeakers. In other words,
their anticipations might be misrepresented. It would seem
critical t¢ become aware of the content and structure of the
students’ construction systems in order teo ascertain the
"void" necessary to begin the learning preccéss in this
area. Thics implies the need for the class to be
nonthreatening s¢ they will attempt to remain in the class,

and prescriptive so they can visualize each step clearly.



There are many assessment instruments currently
utilized to measure communiceticn apprehension. However,
almest ell of these assessment instruments are self-report
questionnaires. Daly (197&8b) reports at least 25
self-report instruments used to measure aspects of
communication apprehension. Although the validity has not
bheen proven conclusively, the‘instrument used most often in
the journels todzy is the Peréonal Report of Ccmmunicetion
Apprehension (PRCA) described by McCrecskey (1984).

Rccerding to McCroskey, the PRCA measures what he
defined as "an individual's level of fear or anxisty
gssociated with reil cr anticipated communication with
another person c¢r perszons" (McCroskey, 1984, p.%1). It does
not, however, measure the znticipated rewards of public

speaking (Page, 1920). Anzxiety is nct alweys bad, and som:

anxiety in public spezking is desirable (Phillips, 19&4).
Kelly (1955) stated that anxiety represents the awareness
that one’s construction system is not equipped to handle the
events ahead. "It is, therefore, a precondition {for making
revisions"” (Kelly, 1955, p. 498} Novel experiences present
opportunities to erxperiment with new behavior patterncs,
using behavicr as the "independent variable." New patterns
of behevior then become part of a continuing personality
(Mancusce & Adams-Webber, 1982, p.6). It does not seem as

relevant to know what level of anxiety is present at the
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time an individual confrents 3 new experience as it is to
kncw how the individuael interprets and structures the new
data to form new behaviors.

The PRCA is one measure of communication apprehensicn.
However, Kelly stresses that people are concerned primarily
with understanding their own natures and the nature of the
world around them. They test that understanding bv making
cheoices which enab]e them to visuzlize the immediate and
long-term future. Anxieties can obscure this
visualizaticon. Public speaking students” available
constructs and their methcds of organizing their construct
systems are unknown to an instructor at the beginning c¢f a
course. If Kellv’'s Personel Construct Theory is accepted,
it seems necessary toc ascertain how a student anticipztes
the public speaking course to determine how he or shs
construes.

The mcst logical methecd of extrapolating this
intfcrmetion is to ask the students to respond to open-ended
questions concerning their attitudes, anxieties, and goals.
Kelly’s first principle is, "if ycu don’t know what is wrong
with a2 patient, ask him, he may tell you" (Bannister &
Fransella, 1986, p.57). Asking the students to dé&scribe how
they anticipate the public speaking class would produce
relevant descriptors concerning the content and structure of

the construct systems. Responses would be descriptors which
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could be considered “positive” or "negative®” depending upon

the language. Descriptors such as '“dreadful,"” "terrified,"
or "devastated" would be considered negative. On the other
hand, descriptors such as "excited," "look forward,"

"enthusiastic'" would be considered positive.

Part of learning public speaking is learning how to
manage the apprehension present in speech situations. It
has been noted that the PRCA mezsures the level of
apprehension. If the public specking fundamentals class is
effective, PRCA scores should decrease, but only to an
"optimal" level, after the experience of the class. In
addition, increasing students’ constructs about public
speaking and practicing the skills should have the effect of
making open-ended self-report perceptions cf anxieties and
attitudes more positive, again to an "optimal" level.

In light of this discussion, several issues with regard
to communiceticn apprehension and the basic public speaking
fundementals course are raised. The present study attempts
to shed light on scme of these issues. Specitfically, the
purposes of this study are: (a) an attempt to operationalize
Kelly’s Personal Construct Theory with respect to beginning
public speaking students’ communicative anxieties,
attitudes, and goszls; (b) determination of the relationship,
if any, between Kellvy’s Personal Construct Theorv and the

standard measure of communication apprehension, the PRCA;
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and (c) determining the influence of participation in a
basic public speaking cocurse, a8 student’'s age, sex,
performance or speech gredes, and final course grede on the
student’'s communicative constructs and on the student s
level of communication apprehension as measured by the FPRCA.

Rased on the literature review, the following
hypctheses are presented:

1. There will be a decreecse in the level of
Zpprehension as measured by the PRCA from the beginning to

the end of the semester for all =tudents a

th

& group.

2. Thcose students wheo make initiel negative anxniesty,
attitude, and goal self-statements will score higher on the
PRCA than will those students who make initial positive
statements about themselves.

3. There will be a2 significeant relaticonship between the
tvpe of anxiety, attitude, and goal self-statements made by
the student as meazssured by the PRCA. That is, the level of
apprehension will change less for those who initieally meake
positive statements about themselves than for those who make
initial negative statements about themselves.

4. Initial level of apprehension, tvpe of
self-statements, sex, age, and speech grades are predictive
of level of apprehension at the end of the semester as

mezsured by the PRCA.
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Methodclegy and Procedures
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Subjects were 6% undergraduste students enrclled in the
Fa=zic¢ public speaking fundamentals clesses taught by the
author at the Unjiversity of Mebraskaz at Omeha.  Subi=cts wers
enralled in classes during the spring semesters cof 1985 or
198¢, and their ages ranged from 17 to 62. Most of the
subjects were enrclled in the basic speech course toc satizfy
8 requirement for graduation. Two students were sbsent on

the dav of pcsttesting.
Instruments

The data were ccllected in an ex poet facto menner in a
neturally occurring classroom situation. and two instrumznts
were used to collect data. The first instrument wzs the
Personzl Report of Communication Apprehension. The szcond
instrument, designed by the instructor, cocnsisted of three
parts: (a) the Initial Anxzieties and Goals Questionnaire,

(b)Y the Student Inventocry Sheet, and (c) the Reflective

Anxieties, Attitudes, and Goeals Guestionnaire.



The PRCA is & self-report measure of social

communication anxiety. The form used in this study, the
PRCA-25 (s5ee Appendix A), consists of 25 statements
cencerning feelings about communicating with other pecple
The respondents reply by indicating the degree to which each
stztement applies tc them. While most self-report
questionnaires of social communicative anxiety are
equivalent and assess & similar ceonstruct, the PRCA had the
highest average correlations with all other measurss in a

study reported by Daly (1978b). According to Daly, the

h

self-report measures of sociel communicative anxisty can b
divided into three groups: (a) performence z2nxiety, (b}
coemmunication anxiety, and (¢) social anxiety. The PRCA was
selected for this study because it taps intoc the construct
of ccmmunication apprehension cor predispozitions toward
verbal behavior. This asscciated most closely with Kellyv’s
{1955) notion of anticipation.

The reliability of all the forms of the PRCA is very
high, usually above .90 (McCroskey, 1977b).  According to
McCroskey (1984), there is overwhelming evidence for the

predictive validity of the measures,; however, this remains a

centroversial i1ssue.




The IAGD is a self-report questionnaire consisting of
two items concerning the subjects’ initial anxieties and
goals as they anticipated participating in the public

speaking situation {(see Appendix B). The subjects were

Ln

encoureged to discuss the two open-ended gquestions in a
much or as little depth as they desired.

Prior toc evaluating thsa

students” initial anxijieties self-ztztements, the criteria

discussed belocw were selected for esteblishing &2 negative

wm

rating or & positive rating. Kelly claimed that anxisty 1
that awareness that events with which one is confronted lie
mestly outside the range of convenience of one’s construct
system. When a student can enly partially construs the
public speaking pr>ces=,; 1i.e., the process of transforming =
person who has never been in front of a group intc a
przcticed orator, the student becomes anxious. In addition,
when any implication of this process is obscure, the student
may become &anxious. Anxiety of this nsature may be an
obstacle which weuld invalidate positive public gpeaking
anticipation, cor validate negative public speaking
anticipatien.

In this mindset, recponses expressing only partial
construing of the content/delivery speech process were to be
rated as "negative " Examples might appear as: "I worry

about others’ judgments," *“I have self-embarrassment," “I
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misght lock fcocolicsh," "I am concerned with my delivery," and
"I am affaid of strangers."

Kelly stated thet an individual may use many
censtruction systems which are not compatible with each
other. Constructs are sitvated within a hierarchy of sets
and cupersets. The student may have 2 construct set of
anticipating growth in the class but alsc a superset
construct of anticipated failure. A student responding in
this way was to be rated as “negative " For example: "“This
class would prcbably do me good but I'm scared to death" and
"Although it might be interesting, I know I“11 {fsil. *

Bccording tec Kelly, without anxieties our psvchological

praocesses could not adapt to the constantly changing
envircnment . Anxiety 1is the preconditicn for making
revisions. Students responding with anticipations of

overcoming anxieties, or stating they had no anxiesties at

this point, were tc be rated as "positive." Their construct
systems were ready to become more comprehensive. Examples
include: "1 know learning these skills will improve my

performance at work'" and "Although I feel nervous, I feel
this class will help me overcome. . ."

Goal Self-Statement Ratinaga. The Personal Construct
Thecry (Kelly, 1955) is perticularly salient at the point
when individuals make choices about the future. Individuals

anticipate events by developing constructs which are
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elaborations of their overall intrapersonal systems.
Construing is done in such a manner as to attempt to bring
more understanding to one’s reality.

Student respcnses which state goals of cocvercoming
inadequacies (of self) perceive a reality of a8 handicappsd
or insecure person anticipating public spezking. Their

anticipations of the public speaking event construe &

negative image of "self " Constructs such as, "lack of
self-confidence," "lzck of certainty."” or "lack of
self-assurance,”" indicate an undeveloped construct system
with which to enter a public speaking experience. An

undevelcped construct system in the area of public =speaking

sets the stzge {for feelings of failure during the public

speaking event. Therefore, responces toc the gcals IAGC
question such as "1 want to gain self-confidence.,”™ "I wznt
to overcome nervousness," and "I want to lose this

self-uncertainty"” were rated as negative.

On the other hand, if students expressed a desire to
increase public speaking skills or talents, or expressed
application of future skills in their careers and evervyday
life, they zppear ready to elaborate their construct systems
mocre comprehensively. Such elaberations can give rise to
feelings of success during the public speaking experience.
Goals such as the following were rated as "positive:@:" "I

want to gain knowledge and have experience in public



speaking." "I want to improve my listening habits," and "I
wculd like to improve my persuasion skille for myv job as

salesperson. "

The SIS consisted of nine items of demographic
infcrmation (see Appendix C). This self-report questionnaire
alec prcvided one open-ended item, the Attitude
Self-Statement Rating, on which the subjects were asked to
"express their attitudes about public speaking in general.
The rationale underlving a positive or negative rating to
this item was established as fcllows.

“"A person’s processes are psychologically channeled by
the wayvs in which they anticipate events" (Kelly, 19585,
P.461} . Individuals have their own view of the world, the
world as the individual sees it or does not see it.
Construing can be done tightly or loosely, Kelly (19E55)
defined a tight construct as one which leads to unvarving
predictions, whereas a loose construct i3 one which leads teo
varving predictions but which can, nevertheless, be a
continuing interpretation. When asked about their attitudes=s
toward public speaking in general, those student responses
which expressed persconal anxieties or inadequacies were to
be rated as '"negative." Their view of the world of public

speaking is constricted by their limited range of



convenience of too tightly or too locsely woven constructs

in the public speaking area. Attitudes such as the

following might be rated &as "negative." "Any public
situation makes me nervous," "I‘m not gcod at getting up in
front of groups,”" and “Public speaking makes me sizk."

If students stated the necessityv of the class but
expressed their inadequacies or anxieties, the students are
cons=truing incompatible ccnstructs, or some pcrticn cf their
construing is obscure. This type of response elso was to be
rated as "negative." Althcugh students who meke such
responses may realize the value of the class, anxiety

appears a5 & superconstruct and meay hinder additionel

construing. Attitudez svch a5 the {following were to be
rated as "negative": "I‘'m sceared but this is & required
c¢lass," "This might be & goocd class, but if it wasn’t

required, I would drop it," and "I am enthusiastic, but

terrified. ™

Conversely, if students are anticipating by mezne of
propositional constructs, they expect their view of the
situation to chenge along with their attitudes. Their
attitudes are working hypotheses, not rules. The {following
responzes were to be rated as "positive”: "I think once we
get into the book, I will feel better," "I have no problsems
with the class," "I am comfortable,”" "I think it will be a

learning experience. "



The RAAGQ is a8 self-report questionnaire consisting of

three open-ended items in which the subjects were asked to
reflect upon the changes in their anxjeties, attitudes, and
goals as & result of the public speaking class (see Appendi=x
D). The subjects were allowed maxzimum latitude in their

responses to these jtems.

The process of
construing is extending bevond the known peoint;, thersby, it
is= a method fcr transcending the obvious to what has not
Eeen known before. This is= not an automatic proccess, it is
a creative process. The only way this can work is for the
individual to invest totally in the anticipation, the
commitment to meking the experience happen, assessing the
outccme, and reccnstruing evaluation of the total cost with
no guarantee of eventual accomplishment or validation of
anticipated events.

If at the end of the semester, the student could
evaluate his/her construing by expressing personal growth,
it was rated as "positive." Responses such as the following
were to be rated as "positive"” since thesy express a decreacse
in public speaking apprehension. “] feel more comfortable., "
“l1 have built self-confidence,”" &and "I know how to handle my
nervousness . "

Similarly, pocsitive ratings were to be given to
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respcnses expressing fewer anxieties in front of groups. “1
fee]l less afraid in front of the class," "1 can speak in
front of the group with ease.," and "I have less fear in

front of pecple. "
Even if responses suggested an awarenecss of existing
apprehensicen, but growth in anothe area demonstrated an

elzboration in their construct system, they were rated &

it

"positive." "I am not nervous overall, but som= at the
beginning of my speeches” and "I feel more comfortable but
still nervous"” are examples of such statements.

However, those responses that stated "none'" or could

20

e nec way in which theyv changed were to be rated 3s

=
=

"negative." They have not vet begun conztruing in this
aree.

= - atina. An
individual ‘s attitude designs his/her behavior. If the

behavior suggested change or elaboration of the construct
system, a8 "positive'" rating was to be inferred. Re=zpcnses
such as the focllowing were to be rated as "positive' since

they have been elaborating a more comprehensive ccn=truct:

“] have gained self-confidence,"” "I see why people enijicy
it," "I rather like decing it," and "I feel confident in my
skills *

However, responses suggesting emphasic on lingering

feecrs or self-awareness were to be rated as ‘“negative." For



example, "I still feel awkward"”

staring at me"

are negative.

and

“I know everyone

i

n
(9]
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Data gathering cccurred in two pheses. The first phease
censzisted of those questiconnairec requesting informeticn
from the subjects on the first day of the new semester
{pretests). The second phase involved the informeticn sought
cn the last day of regular class (posttests). Speech grades
and test gradecs were collected during the naturzl ccurse of

the semester.

Pretecst

Subjects were asked to respond to the PRCA, IARGQ, znd
the SIS on the first day of the new semester. The purposzs
0t these thrze questicnnaires was to ascertain how the
students were anticipating their participating behavior 1in
the upcoming speech class. The students were informed that
the responses would be kept confidential, however, they were
told that the responses would affect how the class would be
taeught with respect to students who felt apprehensive about

being there.

Posttest

On the final day of class, the subjects were asked tc¢
respond to the PRCA and the RAAGQO again. The purpose of

these posttest questicnnaires was to investigate the change,



if any, in the subjects’ anxieties and attitudes toward
public speaking. The subjects also were asked if their
gcals had been reached and/or what else they had hoped to

obtain from the class.

Instrument Validation

Three raters, two graduate students and one associate
professor from the department of Communication,
independently rated student anxiety and goal statements
according to the criteria described above. All three raters
were familiar with the Personzl Ccnstruct Thecry and had
previous teaching bBackgrounds. Two 0f the raters were
experienced in teaching the public speaking fundementeals

cour

m

Prior to the investigeticn, the three raters
established the criteria that were to be used tc
discriminate responses intc "positive" or "negative"
categories. All ratings were done indspendentlyv.

All respcnses on the IAGQ, SIS, and RAAGQ were
separated into nameless remarks and were read aloud withcut
voice inflections to the raters to avoid bias. The three
raters assigned the items into one of the two classes, (a)
"positive" statements or (b)) "negative"” statements. For 96
percent of the statements, all three raters made the same

ratings. For the four percent in which there was



disagreement, the statements and criteria were discussed
among the raters until rating consensus could be reached.

Hyvpotheses one, two, and three were investigeted using
an analysis of variance with the PRCA ac the dependent
variable. Further investigation was conducted using a
priori orthogonal comparisons. The predictors were the
negative and positive responses of the IAGG, the SIS, znd
the RAAGQ.

How apprehension as meacured by the PRCA correleted
with attitudes, anxieties, goals, sex, &age, speech grades,
and total clacss grades was investigated by emploving a
stepwise regression (for hypothesis {four). Th= predictors
were the scores on the IAGQO, SIE, and RAAGQG, along with the

age, sex, and grades o0of the subjects.



" Chapter 3

Results

Hypothesis one stated that there would be a decrease in
the level c¢f apprehensicn as meacsured by the PRCA from the
beginning to the end c¢f the semester. A three-bastween
tanxiety, attitude, and goal) by one-within (test) analysis
of wvariance was performed to analvze this and subseguent
hypctheses . The test variable had twoc levels (pretest and

posttest) . The difference between pretest and posttest was

(L]

significant,; thus suppocrting this hypothesis, F(1,89) =
24 145, p7 . 001 (Table 1.

A priori orthogonal comparisons were made for each of
the groups using the Tukeyv-Kramer method. Table Z presents
the cell means and standard deviations (SDs}) {for the PRCA
pretests and posttests for the total sample (N = 67) and for
groups. Differences between the pretests and posttests and
the £ values are shown for the total and for each cf the
groups . There was a significant decrease in scores from the
pretest to the posttest for the total and {for each of the
groups, with the exception of those giving pocsitive
responses to the anxiety statement.

Hypothesis two stated that there would be a significant
difference in the level of apprehension {for subjects wheo

initially made negative statements about themselves versus
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Table 1
Ihree-Between iA;L;luﬁi, Anxietv, and Goal) by
One-Within (Test) Analvsis of Variance for

Source of

Variation g8 dt M5 F P
Attitude (A) 479 .265 1 479 265 2.08z2 154
Anziety (B) 906 726 1 996 . 726 4. 331 042
Gecal (C? 24 440 1 24 .440 106 746
A = B 37.135% 1 37.135 161 629
A = C S8 .172 1 58.172 . 253 617
B n C q4.383 1 4. 383 .019 . 891
A x B = C 31.4¢86¢6 1 31.486 . 137 .713
5/48BC 13577.189 59 230.122

Test (D) 1496 .637 1 1496 . 637 24145 <.001
A x D 29.326 1 29 .32¢6 473 . 494
B = D 104.307 1 104 .307 1 &83 .200
C =D 101 136 1 101.136 1.632 A2
A x B x LD 14.830 1 14.830 . 239 .627
A x C =D 142 807 1 142.807 2.304 . 134
B x C x D 27.827 1 27.827 . 449 . 508
Az R x C x D 11.435 1 11,435 .184 .BEY

I = E/ARBC 3657 .148 59 61.986




Table 2
Scores for Subjects Grouped by Negazative or Positive
Anxiety, Attitude, and Goal ESEtatement=s (N = &7}
PRCA Pretest PRCA Posttest
Group N Mean SD Mean SDh Ditf.
Anxiety
Negative 47 84 25 12.13 70.06 11 .11 14.19 76.44%
Positive 20 68 .70 11.85 64 .55 14.54 4. 15 2.74
Attitude
Negative 41 24 80 12 .05 70.98 11.16 13.83 63.25%
Positive 26 71 .42 12 .93 64 38 13 .34 7.04 10 3%x*
Goal
Negative 46 82 .80 13 .27 6% .04 12 .37 12.76 70 .26%
Positive 21 72.62 13 .06 £7.05 12 &0 5.87 S 26%
Total 76 .61 13.95 686 . 47 1z 38 11.19 67 . 72¢%
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those who made positive statements. This hyvpothesis wsas
tested using a priori orthogonal compariscns. Table 3 shows
the differences between the means for the subgroups {for both
the pretest and the posttest. Ezach of the differences was
significant except for the anxiety &and goal grcups on the
posttest .

Hypothesis 3 stated that the difference between the
PRCA pretests and posttests will be greater for thcse
students rated negastive on the anxisties, attitudes, and
gcals self-statements than for those rated positive. An
analysis of variance of interzction effects revealed no
significant interactions. thus, hypothesis 3 was not
supported {(Table 1) Hcwever, there wes & tendency for this
tc be true as shown by & compariscn of the mean differences
(Table 2). Lack of significance may hasve been due tc sample
size znd the large amount of variance in subijec SCOres.

Hypothesis 4 suggested that the initial level cf
apprehensicn, tvpe of self-statements, sex, age, and speech
grades woculd be predictive of PRCA scorzs at the end of the
semester. This was investigated using a stepwice regressicn-
anzlysis with PRCA pcsttest as the criterion and the cocther
variables as predictors. The only significant predictor was
th: PRCA pretests which correlated .59 with the posttest and

accounted for approximately 34 percent of



Table 3

on the
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Mesan Dif{ference

Group Pretest Posttest Tcotal N
Anxiety 18 55&53% S.137¢9 10.5346% 47 & 20
Attitude 13 .3818% 6.5910x% 9 . 9BEL4x 41 & 24
Goal 10 1852« 1.995¢2 & .0906% 46 & 21
Note. The first N in ez2ch case applies tc the negative

group and the second N to the positive group.

*pl 0%



the veriance. The addition of the remeining predictors
acccunted fcr only S .6 percent of the remaining variance.
A related stepwise regression was done using the
semester grade for the class as the criterion and the
previcusly listed variables as predictors. Only speech
grades two and four were cselected. Thesze correlated .76
with the'final grade and &accounted for approximately §7
percent of the variance. The addition of the other
variables accounted {for only 3.7 percent of the remaining
variance. Interccrrelations of the variables are shown in

Teble 4.
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Table 4

Intercorrelations of PRCA Scores, Speech Grades, and

Attitude, Anxiety, and Goal Groups

PRCAPRE PRCAPOST SPCHOL SPCHUZ SPCHU3 SPCHU4 GRADE  ATTPRE ANXPRE  GOAL

PRCAPRE  1.000 .50 -.125 ~-.155 .08 -.140 -.201 -.488 -.905 -.34
PRCAPOST ~ .590 1.000 -.187 ~-.155 .0/3 -.085 -.174 -.260 -.214 -.U73

SPCHOL  -.125 -.187 1.000 .734  .442 530 .62 -.115 .81 .12
SPCHRZ  -.155 -.155 .73 1.000 .57 .566  .669 -.085 .38 .l
SPCHU3 033 .73 442 507 L0000 .86l 547 -.139 -.083 132
SPCHO4  -.140 -.095 .530 .56 .66l 1.000 .673 .030 -.013 .075
GRADE -.200 -.174 602 .69  .%47 673 1.000 -.047 .20 .09
ATIPRE ~ -.488 -.260 -.115 -.085 -.139 .030 -.047 1.000 .46 .38l
ANYPRE ~ -.505 -.214 031 .02 -.063 -.013 .020 .44 1.000 .428
GOAL -.3%4 =073 .22 .1l 32 .05 .29 .38l .428  1.000

Note. Negative correlations with PRCA scores is because a high score

indicates a high level of apprehension.
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Chapter 4

Discussion

ernthesi: ]

It should be noted that there weres twe significant
findings based cn the data supporting hypothesis one.
Fir=st, for the overall group. PRZA scores decreased
significantly from pretest to posttest. This result . is
cocnsistent with the findings of previous studies (e . g.,
McCroskey, 1984) and supports hvpothesis one that the
cverall level of apprehension c¢an be lowered by the
experience of the speech class.

The second finding showed that for those students with
initial negative or positive attitudes, negative or positive
goels, or negative anxieties, PRCA scores decrezsed {rom
pretest to posttest. For those students with initial
pozitive anxieties, there was no difference in PRCA pretest
eand posttest scores.

Thecse recults suggest that coempleticon of the speech
fundamentals course has a positive effect in terms of
lowering apprehension, as measured by the PRCA, for those
students who personallv could benefit from such a lowering.
However, for theose students who enter the course with 2
pcsitive mind set toward anxiety, that mind set is

maintained. This finding is consistent with Kelly (19S5},



If the course is succecssful, those students who come into
class perceiving few, if any, anxieties shculd meintain
their positive construct system; each step of the public
speaking prececs should reaffirm the students” previous
positive constructs. For these students, apprehensicn
initially should be at an optimal level, toc lower that
apprehension likely wculd make these students less sffective

public speakers.

oo i €

Examinaticn cf the responses of those students whe made
negative self-statements about their anxieties and goals
toward public speaking at the beginning of the semester,
reveals that they scored higher on the PRCA that did those
who mede positive self-statements. According teo Kellvy,
“anziety is the recognition that the events with which one
is confrented lie outside the range of one“s construct
system” (Kelly, 1955, p.509). When novice students becoms
aware through interpretation that thev can only partially
cocnstrue the events they are about to encounter, they
perceive their construct system to be inadequate. It is not
so much that one suffers anxiety, but how this anziety will
be organized into the construct system that is important toc
the Personal Construct Thecory.

ﬂBy the end of the semester, however, this differencse

was no longer significant. According to Kelly, anxiety is
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the precondition for making revisions and the time to make
alternative goals. After the experience of the speech
class, the student is better able to construct the event of
public speaking class without misrepresentaticn and the
anxiety is then reduced. Goels such as “I just want to live
through this class" take on a morz realistic projection.

The student is capable of applying the positive speaking
experience tc "life roles." Public spegking is nc longer
cutside the range of cocnvenience.

The results indicate that those =students who made
positive self-statements maintained the reduced level of
apprehensicn. The class served as a validaticn of their
working hypothesis of the public speaking class expsriesnce.
It would be hoped that students who made positive
self—stafements initielly would continue to maintain this
cocnfident percepticn throughout the semezter. This could be
accoemplished when students construe replicetions of varicus
aspects of the public speaking experience which have
previously been recffirmed.

Examining the responses of those students who mede
negative self-statements about their general attitude toward
public speaking at the bgginning of the semester reveals
that they scored higher on the PRCA that did those who mad=s
positive self-statements. These findings are consistent
with Kelly; individuals have varying levels of awareness.

Attitude=z, values, and meanings are attached tc one’'s life
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through the interpretation placed on events at which one has
been present . One“s interpretation is relative to one’s
level of awareness. These results suggest that those
students who made negative self-statements about public
speaking may have Jlittle awareness about the process of this
level of communicaticn (i.e., similarities to other levels
of communication and differences {rom other levels of
communication).

It was noted that the difference between pocsitive and
negative attitude self-statements was still significant &t
the end ¢f the semester but to a lesser degree. This alseo
is consistent with Kelly; change in individuals is governed
by the permeabi}iiv of one’s superordinate constructs.
Attitudes are more resistant to change than are anrxieties
and geczls. . A person is a8 process. At different stages in
that process, various experiences influence the way the
coenstruct svstems move or change. Recrganization and
reprioritization of cone‘s attitudes msy tzske more than a

basic public speaking fundamentals clacss.

Those students who initially made negative
self-statements showed a greater tendency to lower their
PRCA sacores during the semester than did those students whso
made initial positive statements, hcocwever, the difference

was not significant. It is possible that the difference may
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have been significant if there had been more equal sample
sizes,

Ccnsistent with the Perscnzl Ceonstruct Thecry, anxiety
is not 3 separate fzactor inside an individual. It is the
unknown aspects of events which proveckes anxiety. It is
anxiety that adds impetus or resistzance to chsange, revisicn,
and alterationes. According tc Kelly, this is a constently
changing environment. Without anxiety or feer, individusls
would not be able to adjust or adapt to their changing
environments. Individuals design their construct systems by
meaking cheices relative to their level of conscicusnecs
and/or self-awareness. For the most part, individuals
construct in wave which most successfully mcve away from
anxiety.

Those students who approach public speaking clase with
negative anxieties, attitudes, and goals may tend to change
mcre because their preconditioned state=z warrant revision.
They may become aware of the necessity to alter their

construct systems.

Hvpothesis 4

The results of the investigaticn using & stepwise
rcgression analysis with the PRCA posttest scores and the
final grades as the criteria produced two {findings. First,
using the PRCA posttest as the criterion, it was found that

of all variables tested, the PRCA pretest was the only
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meaningful predictor of the PRCA posttest. Secondly, using
the f{inal grades as the criterion, the only meaningful
predictors for the final grade were the grades for speech
twc and speech four.

These results sugge=t that age, sex, anxieties,
attitudes, and goal statements do not account {for

significant variation in PRCA scocres or {final course

gredes.

1 licati

The results of this study checw that, cverall, students
who "experienced” the public speaking fundamentals class
under this instructcr at the University of Nebraska at Omahsa
redu-zed their leval ¢f apprehensic toward public speaking

events .

4]

Those students whe initielly enrzclled in these classes
with high apprehensions and/or negative predispositions
either dropped the class ezrly in the semester or decrezzed
(but did not eliminate)-their epprehsnsion. These students
with high apprehensions and/cr negative predispositions who
chose to remain in thes class confrcented the public specking
classrcom situation with all of the anticipated concerns.
Rased on the {findings of this study, it would seem that
while avociding perceived anxiety-producing ccmmunication

sjitvations is commonplace, those who have chosen to confront

the classrocm events have already anticipatd the risk
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invzlved in changing their present construction system of
public speaking. Those students who remain in class have
begun f{screcasting the outcome of the classrcom by construing
from their past experiences,; sometimes, far bszvend their
past experiences. It is not their erxpectaticons they
queztion, Ebut their personal adequacy to fulfili them. The
students confront the construing process, negotiating not
cnly in the present situaticen with all those invclved, but
with those who have gone before them and who have taught
tham the language skills which they bring intc the
situaticn.

It was evident as a recult of this study that those
students whe enrolled in public speaking fundamentals class
with low apprehsnsions and/cr peccitive anticipaticns toward
public speaking csituctions did nct change their attitudes
during the semecter. The fact thet they were able to
validate their low apprehensicn and/cr positive
anticipaticns implies that the experieﬁce c¢cf the public
speaking class enables them to continue tc maintain flexible
construing. It is likely that those students who anticipate
in a positive manner are able initially tp construe the
cverzall public speaking process very loocsely, making varving
predictions. Tigaht constructs are forma2d concerning the
students’ personal interpretations cf speech preparation
necessary to validate positive working hypotheses of the

speaking assignments. Continued interpretaticn in this
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fundam:sntals classezs of collezss and ynivercities
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Appendix A

Personality Report of Communication Apprehension

Directions: This instrument is composed of 25 statements concerning
feelings about communicating with other people. Please indicate the
degree to which each statement applies to you by marking:

A = strongly agree, B = agree, C = are undecided, D = disagree, or

E = strongly disagree, with each statement. There are no right or
wrong answers. Work quickly, just record your first impression.

—
B

While participating in a conversation with a new acquaintance I
feel very nervous.

I have no fear of facing an audience.

talk less because I'm shy.

look forward to expressing my opinions at meetings.

am afraid to express myself in a group.

look forward to an opportunity to speak in public.

find the prospect of speaking mildly pleasant.

When communicating, my posture feels strained and nervous.

I am tense and nervous while participating in group discussions.

Although I talk fluently with friends I am at a loss for words on
the platform.

11. I have no fear about expressing myself in a group.
12. My hands tremble when I try to handle objects on the platform.
13. I always avoid speaking in public if possible.

14. 1 feel that I am more fluent when talking to people than most
other people are.

15. 1 am fearful and tense all the while I am speaking before a group
of people.

16. My thoughts become confused and jumbled when I speak before
an audience.

17. I like to get involved in group discussions.

18. Although I am nervous just before getting up, I soon forget my
fears and enjoy the experience.

19. Conversing with people who hold positions of authority cause me
to be fearful and tense.

20. I dislike to use my body and voice expressively.
21. I feel relaxed and comfortable while speaking.

22. I feel self-conscious when I am called upon to answer a question
or give an opinion in class.

23. 1 face the prospect of making a speech with complete confidence.
24. I'm afraid to speak up in conversations.
25. I would enjoy presenting a speech on a local television show.

C WX ~dOOW H W
—



Appendix B

Initial Anxieties and Goals Questionnaire

Name

78

Date

What anxieties, concerns, or apprehensions do you have about being
enrolled in this public speaking fundamentals class at this time?

My personal goal for this class is .



Appendix C

Student Inventory Sheet

Name Age

79

Class Standing (circle one): FR SO Ju SE OTHER

Academic Major:

Career of Professional Objective:

Hobbies, Special Interests, Enthusiasms, Skills, Areas of Knowledge:

Jobs Previousiy or Now Held:

Previous Public Speaking Courses or Training:

Something Unique About Myself:

My Attitude Towards Public Speaking at this Point is:




Appendix D

Reflective Anxieties, Attitudes, and Goals Questionnaire

Name

80

Date

How have your perceptions of your fears, anxieties, and concerns in
regard to public speaking changed as a result of this class?

What do you feel you have gained as a result of this class?

What do you wish you could have gotten more of in this class?
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