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This study identified beginning student’s attributions about their oral communication anxieties. Results 
revealed an eight factor model explaining 69.11% of the total variance in the data.  The factors are 
expectation, training and experience, audience, self-worth, rejection, verbal fluency, preparation and 
previous unpleasant experience. These factors were the reasons given by beginning Filipino students 
to explain the fears they foresee themselves experiencing when they engage in oral communication. 
The factors had counterparts in two other western studies except for factor six verbal fluency. The 
explanation for the presence of this factor in the present study is that English is a second language 
among most Filipinos. It was not the case in the other western studies where the respondents spoke 
English as a first language.  As to ways to overcome anxiety, beginning students believed that the most 
important remedies were practice and preparation. These were the same antidotes taught in the oral 
communication course. As shown by the similarities between the results of this study and those of 
previous researches it was concluded that Filipino   students have that innate knowledge of what cause 
public speaking anxiety and what remedies to take.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Oral communication anxiety is one of the most studied 
phenomena among western communication researchers.  
So much attention has been given to this phenomenon 
that almost every aspect of it has been explored and 
written about.  Yet, despite it being extensively studied 
the case is quite different in the Philippine setting. There 
is still a dearth of research data on Filipinos considering 
oral communication anxiety’s overwhelming impact on 
speakers (Del Villar, 2006a). Filipino teachers have been 
using western materials in designing their courses. Would 
it not be better if they used data gathered from their own 
setting to design their syllabus?   As a way of addressing 
this scarcity, the present study probed into the 
attributions beginning students believed to explain their 
speaking anxieties. Although there are a number of 
western theories that explain the nature, causes, effects 
and manifestations of public speaking anxiety and 
numerous empirical findings that confirm those same 
theories, it would be interesting to find out Filipino 
students instinctive and spontaneous attributions of their 
own experiences. A list of attributions generated from the 
Filipinos   themselves   would  supplement  the  teacher’s  

understanding of his/her students and consequently aid 
him/her in customizing learning activities to suit   specific 
needs.   

The present study determined the reasons beginning 
communication 3 students ascribed to for their oral 
communication anxiety. Corollary to this, the following 
questions were answered: What were beginning commu-
nication 3 student’s attributions about oral communication 
anxiety? What were the underlying factor structures of 
the reasons given for oral communication anxiety? Were 
there significant differences in the attributions among 
high, moderate and low anxiety groups? Did beginning 
communication 3 students believe they would overcome 
their oral communication anxiety? What did beginning 
communication 3 students think should be done to 
overcome oral communication? 
 
 
STUDY FRAMEWORKS 
 
Communication apprehension and anxiety 
 
Communication apprehension or  CA  is  defined  as  “the  
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predisposition to avoid communication, if possible, or 
suffer a variety of anxiety-type feelings… It is an 
individual’s level of fear or anxiety associated with either 
real or anticipated communication with another person or 
persons” (McCroskey, 1977). The person experiencing 
CA feels fearful and uneasy about the communication 
situation he is about to participate in. He also foresees 
experiencing unpleasant psychological as well as 
physical manifestations on the day of the speech. He 
would, if possible, withdraw from the situation to escape 
the offensive feelings altogether.  

On the other hand, communication state anxiety or 
CSA “refers to the reaction experienced during the actual 
communication” (Spielberger, 1966). It is situational. It is 
the consequence or the “actual reaction” whereas CA is 
the “predisposition”. CSA is the unpleasant psychological 
and physical condition experienced by the apprehensive 
speaker on the day of the performance itself.  He may 
sense any or all of the following physical and 
psychological manifestations: nausea, clammy hands, 
profuse sweating, knocking knees, palpitations, twitching 
of facial muscles, blushing, stammering, diarrhea, 
shortness of breath, mental block, confusion, fear and 
panic.  

A number of published researches found a positive 
correlation between CA and CSA as reported during 
public speaking (Beatty et al., 1991, 1989; Beatty, 1988; 
1987; Beatty and Andriate, 1985). It was even found that 
there exists is a causal relationship between CA and CSA 
(Beatty, 1988; Beatty and Andriate, 1985). 

McCroskey (1978), who, in fact, developed the Theory 
of communication apprehension, indicates that “CA is a 
major determinant of a wide range of communicative 
behaviors.” Characteristic examples of such behaviors 
are stuttering, fewer utterances, nervousness, trembling 
and sweating. Other researches done by Richmond and 
McCroskey (1989), Beatty et al. (1991) support those 
findings.  

These studies also showed that levels of apprehension 
are partially due to the anxiety experienced in previous 
performance situations. Past anxious behaviors cause 
the individual to anticipate similar behaviors in future 
performances. CA is therefore developed, and as the 
individual continuously undergoes similar behavior, his 
CA is further maintained.  In effect, CSA causes CA and 
vice versa. 

The James-Lange theory explains that a person’s own 
attributions of his emotion are largely a result of his own 
self-reflection (Beatty et al., 1991). As applied to 
communication, this explains that if a speaker foresees 
himself behaving apprehensively, he will consequently 
behave in such manner. If indeed he behaves as he 
himself predicted, he will begin to expect similar behavior 
in future situations. The whole process thus becomes a 
pattern for the individual. 

Similarly, De Vito (1980), a highly respected, oft-published 

 
 
 
 
communication expert, discusses what he calls “shyness” 
as a common behavior exhibited by communicators.  
According to him, this behavior is distressing and causes 
much anxiety. The individual suffering from this problem 
fears the unsuccessful outcome of a communication 
encounter with others and thus avoids the situation if 
possible. Basically, shyness is a response to 
communication with others. And because the shy person 
tries to avoid encounters as much as possible, he 
prevents himself from taking part in a potentially 
worthwhile and productive communication. 

De Vito (1980) explains that shyness varies from 
“extremely mild to extremely severe”. The in-betweens, 
where most shy people belong, experience only some 
forms of discomfort depending on certain situations. 
Those who suffer from the extremely severe form “are 
totally debilitated and cannot function interpersonally at 
all” (123). Of those studied, it was found that 73% feel 
that “being the center of attention as in giving a speech” 
(123) is the main reason for experiencing shyness. Other 
circumstances mentioned were large groups, new social 
situations, occasions calling for assertiveness, being 
evaluated and small task-oriented groups. 

Spielberger (1985), in his extensive research on 
anxiety, differentiated between trait and state anxiety. He 
defines trait anxiety in terms of “relatively stable individual 
differences in anxiety-proneness, that is, differences 
between people in the tendency to perceive stressful 
situations as dangerous or threatening and in the 
disposition to respond to such situation with more or less 
intense elevations in state anxiety” (10). State anxiety is 
seen as the “more temporary condition while trait anxiety 
is the more general and long-standing quality of trait 
anxiety”.     

The present study adopted Spielberger’s definition of 
trait anxiety. Further, the STAI-trait anxiety instrument 
developed by Spielberger was used to measure the trait 
anxiety level of beginning students in the University of the 
Philippines. This was seen appropriate as the respon-
dents have not been exposed to any training in public 
speaking at the time of the study therefore there were no 
occasions to allow for measuring state anxiety. But how 
they generally felt about public speaking or their trait 
anxiety was assumed to be obtainable. This trait anxiety 
was therefore measured.   
 
 
ATTRIBUTIONS OF PUBLIC SPEAKING ANXIETY BY 
INEXPERIENCED SPEAKERS 
 
A number of studies have been done on the attributions 
that students give to public speaking anxiety. One such 
study was by Bippus and Daly (1999) on the attributions 
about stage fright of students from a large public 
university in the US. The study involved a total of 234 
students. Results showed that students usually gave  one  



 
 
 
 
 
of these 9 reasons for public speaking anxiety: 
Humiliation, preparation, physical appearance, rigid rules, 
personality traits, audience interest, unfamiliar role, mis-
takes and negative results. Participants in the study were 
from introductory communication courses. At the time of 
the study, none of the participants had received any 
instructions about stage fright. The study concluded that 
the reasons given by naïve speakers to public speaking 
anxiety were by no means unimportant. The existence of 
those reasons proved that public speaking anxiety was a 
common difficulty.    

Another study by Proctor et al. (1994) in Bippus and 
Daly (1999) discovered 4 factors why students expe-
rienced public speaking anxiety. These were: evaluation 
and criticism, mistakes and failure, attention and isolation 
and unfamiliar audiences. One limitation of this study was 
that the reasons were given only by the high apprehen-
sive students. There was therefore no comparison made 
with the low apprehensives. Also, the study’s sample size 
was only 19.   

The present study examined and extended the re-
search conducted by Bippus and Daly (1999) by looking 
into the attributions of beginning public speaking students 
in the Philippine setting specifically in a basic oral com-
munication course in the University of the Philippines. 
Further a comparison of attributions given by high, 
moderate and low anxiety students was done to 
determine the differences among them.  
 
 
METHODS 
 
Since the study was investigative in intention, it employed both 
quantitative and qualitative techniques with the survey as its main 
method.   
 
 
The respondents 
 
10 randomly selected communication 3 sections (in English) with a 
total of about 250 students were included in this study. From the 
250, only 167 questionnaires were returned. Of the 167 students, 
60 or 36% were males while 107 or 64% were females. The mean 
age of the respondents was 19.0.   
 
 
Communication 3 
 
Communication 3, a general education course on the fundamentals 
of speech communication, is offered in the Department of speech 
communication and theatre arts, University of the Philippines. As 
calendared in the syllabus, after lectures and discussions on the 
various principles and techniques in speech communication, 
students are then required to apply what they learned through oral 
projects. Oral projects range from oral reading, interview, group 
discussion to speeches. 
 
 
Research instruments 
 
The following Research Instruments were used: 
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i.) Questionnaire #1 is an open response questionnaire about what 
one thinks are the reasons other people experience oral 
communication anxiety. The purpose of this questionnaire was to 
generate the probable attributions of anxiety. The rationale for 
asking respondents to report on what they observe in others rather 
than what they themselves experience was because “asking people 
to report on their own reasons for stage fright is likely to elicit much 
less comprehensive responses than asking them for reasons that 
people in general may experience it” (Bippus and Daly, 1999, p64).   
Since this is an open response questionnaire, there was no limit to 
the number of answers each student could give.  The question 
asked was:  What do you think are the reasons why others 
experience public speaking anxiety?  
ii.) Questionnaire #2 – STAI or the state trait anxiety by Spielberger 
(1983) is an established and valid instrument for measuring the 
construct anxiety in various contexts.  It provides a “reliable, 
relatively brief, self-report scales for assessing trait anxiety …in 
research and clinical practice” (Spielberger  in  Maruish ,1999, 
p996)   Trait  anxiety, as differentiated from  state anxiety, is “the 
more general and long standing quality” (p996).  In the present 
study, this instrument was used to measure the trait anxiety level of 
the respondents.  This enabled the researcher to classify the 
respondents into high, moderate, or low anxiety groups. For 
purposes of this study, STAI scores of 26 to 40 were classified as 
the low anxiety group, those with scores of 41 to 55 were the 
moderate anxiety group, and those with scores of 56 to 72 were the 
high anxiety group. The purpose of grouping the respondents was 
to determine the differences in their attributions.  
iii.) Questionnaire #3 - is a Likert type instrument where the 36 
categories generated from Questionnaire #1, were listed as 
probable reasons why students experience oral communication 
anxiety. Respondents were then asked to rate each statement as 
they generally related to them by checking  “not likely”, “somewhat 
likely”, “likely”, “almost very likely”, and “very likely”.  The ratings 
were then subjected to factor analysis to further reduce the 36 
items into factors. The resulting factors determined what 
inexperienced communication 3 students generally considered to 
be the most common attributions of oral communication anxiety.  
 
 
PROCEDURE AND DATA ANALYSIS 
 
Phase 1 
 
Students from 2 randomly selected sections of communication 3 
were asked to fill out Questionnaire #1 - an open response 
questionnaire about what they thought were the reasons other 
people experience public speaking anxiety. The responses 
collected (197 attributions) were manually reduced to avoid 
redundancy. The process yielded 36 unique attributions.  These 36 
attributions were then rephrased into “probable reasons for public 
speaking anxiety” and administered as Questionnaire #3.  
 
 
Phase 2 
 
Students from 10 randomly selected sections of communication 3 
(the first 2 sections in phase 1 were not included in phase 2) were 
asked to accomplish Questionnaire #2 (STAI) and Questionnaire 
#3. Results of questionnaire #3 were subjected to factor analysis to 
determine if the 36 attributions could be further reduced into 
independent factors.  
 
 
Phase 3 
 
The respondents were grouped into high, moderate and low anxiety  
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groups according to their scores in the STAI. How they rated the 
factors were then compared to determine how each group differed 
in their attributions. The statistical tool used for this purpose was 
the ANOVA.  
 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
The underlying factor structures of the attributions of 
new communication 3 students  
 
Results revealed an 8 factor model explaining 69.11% of 
the total variance in the data. The factors were named: 
Expectation, training and experience, audience, self-
worth, rejection, verbal fluency, preparation and previous 
unpleasant experience. These factors were the attribu-
tions of anxiety of beginning communication 3 students 
when they first stepped into the classroom. These were 
the naïve explanations they provided to explain the 
anxiety they foresee themselves experiencing why they 
engage in oral communication.   
The 8 Factors were:   
 
 
Factor 1 
 
Expectations - were attributions that explained fears 
related to what students anticipated as the probable 
failure on their part as speakers. Such fears included the 
way listeners might make comparisons among the 
speakers, listeners’ expectations of what a speech should 
be, speaker’s failure to achieve the speech purpose, 
distracting thoughts not related to the speech, mental 
block, or simply absence of observable reaction from the 
audience. As one respondent admitted he was already 
worried about a lot of things even if the course had barely 
begun.   One of his biggest fears was being compared to 
other speakers because he would suffer in comparison.  
Another admitted he was worried about distracting 
thoughts during his presentation. This was, according to 
him, a common occurrence in his past and would 
therefore happen again in the future. A sophomore 
divulged that she expected to have a mental block and 
that if it happened it would be a big disaster. A senior was 
so anxious about not receiving any reactions from his 
audience. Lack of actual experience with the audience 
was suspected as the reason why beginning students 
placed so much importance on theirs and other people’s 
expectations about how the speaking event would turn 
out.   
 
 
Factor 2 
 
Training and exposure were attributions that explained 
students’ fears as a result of their lack of experience in 
public speaking. Among their fears were inadequate  

 
 
 
 
training prior to a course that requires a lot of speaking, 
limited speaking experience in front of an audience and 
insufficient preparation. Although new and untrained, the 
beginning students seemed to know that inadequate 
training and exposure were important elements in public 
speaking. One respondent deduced that as far as his 
classroom requirements were concerned he could say 
with certainty that lack of adequate preparation would 
surely result to failure. Another recalled from his high 
school experience that training was an important key to 
excellence in any endeavor.    
 
 
Factor 3 
 
Audience was attribution that explained fears about 
audience characteristics such as who and how many they 
might be, how they might understand and react to the 
message and what their expectations might be. 
Beginning public speakers saw this factor as important 
because audiences were the receivers of their messages 
and who and what they were really mattered. Although 
still lacking in knowledge, the beginning students instinc-
tively knew that the audience was an important element 
in public speaking and could therefore cause appre-
hension.   

As one respondent explained his disposition would be 
affected by the prestige of his listeners. If they were 
important people then he would feel more anxious. 
Another explained that if there were several people 
listening to her then she would feel more anxious.  
Another added that if the audience did not understand his 
speech or did not give any positive reactions then he 
would be terrified.  
 
 
Factor 4 
 
Self-valuation was attribution that explained fears related 
to how students conceived themselves such as feeling   
insecure about their physical appearance and self worth, 
being overly conscious of themselves and worrying that 
the audience might make fun of them. Perhaps these 
beginners naturally understood that the speaker is a very 
important element because he is the source of the 
message and therefore calls so much attention unto 
himself.  

Naturally, how the speaker feels, looks and behaves 
should be a cause for concern. One respondent revealed 
that he felt so much insecurity because of a physical 
defect he has been suffering from since childhood. No 
amount of assurance from his parents was able to 
remedy his insecurity up to the present. Another con-
sidered herself disadvantaged because she came from a 
public school that did not have a reputation for excellent 
instruction. A male respondent felt so insecure that he 
imagined his audience critically assessing his mistakes.  



 
 
 
 
 
Factor 5 
 
Rejection was attribution that explained fears about 
audience’ negative reaction, about audience’s refusal to 
listen and believe and about committing mistakes in front 
of others. Understandably, this was another kind of fear 
that beginners have because of their lack of knowledge 
about the nature of the audience. This was especially so 
if beginners encountered some unfortunate experiences 
of rejection in their past. A female respondent admitted 
that she imagined receiving disapproval from her 
listeners.  Another respondent expected her audience not 
to listen at all because her message might not be impor-
tant to them. And still another felt that her audience might 
deny her their attention because of the mistakes she 
might commit.   
 
 
Factor 6 
 
Verbal fluency was attribution that explained fears that 
had to do with students’ ability in verbalizing thoughts, 
proficiency in English and facility in pronunciation.  
Beginners magnified this fear because they were overly 
concerned about the image they projected to others when 
they spoke. Verbal fluency, a quality that is easily 
noticeable by others, was naturally a cause for concern. 
Some respondents felt that their ability to express their 
thoughts reflected on their person. Their proficiency in the 
English language, especially, was very important. It is 
reflective of their education and intelligence. Other 
respondents believed that pronunciation was also 
important. It also displayed the quality of education one 
had.  
 
 
Factor 7 
 
Preparation was attribution that explained fears related to 
all the work that preceded the actual speech such as 
knowledge about the topic, preparation and research on 
the subject.  Beginners appeared to know instinctively 
that deficiency in preparation could cause distress. Their 
experiences as students have taught them that not being 
prepared for class resulted in disaster.  
 
 
Factor 8 
 
Previous unpleasant experience was attribution that 
explained fears related to bad experiences with teachers 
or events from the students’ past. Beginners knew that 
their apprehension may have been rooted in the negative 
experiences during their growing up years, during their 
grade school and high school. Some of the respondents 
recalled   teachers   or   other    school    authorities   who  
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humiliated them in front of others. How they felt during 
those times were still vivid in their memories. One 
recounted how, after the humiliation, he was cruelly made 
fun of by his classmates. Another narrated his traumatic 
experience during a declamation contest when he fell 
over on the stage in full view of the audience. He was 
supposed to be the best among his classmates but the 
experience made him feel that he was the worst.  He 
swore never to step on a stage again.  

Table 1 shows the specific statements that grouped 
under each factor and their corresponding factor 
loadings. To distinguish what specific attributions of 
anxieties were given before and during the speaking 
activity, the 8 factors generated were further divided into 
2 types those that explain fears experienced before and 
those that explain fears experienced during the   
speaking event.   
 
 
BEFORE THE   SPEAKING EVENT 
 
Prior to the speaking event, students were already 
preoccupied about certain fears that were attributable to 
factors 1, 2, 4, 7 and 8.   

Factor 1 (Expectations) illustrated that students already 
suffered from comparison with other speakers even 
before they actually performed with them.  They 
anticipated falling short of the expectations of their 
listeners. They worried about failing to achieve the 
purpose they set out to do. They were also concerned 
about having distracting thoughts or even a mental block. 
Lastly, they feared that the audience might not react at 
all.  

Another important concern prior to oral communication 
was factor 2 (Training and exposure) which students 
believed was vital to them as speakers. Students fretted 
about not being used to and feeling ill at ease about 
speaking in front of an audience. Not receiving proper 
speech training prior to the oral communication course 
was also a cause for concern.  

Factor 4 (Self-evaluation) was another apprehension of 
students preceding a public speaking event. Fears 
ranged from concerns about physical appearance, self-
worth, insecurity, or the thought that the audience might 
make fun of them.  These apprehensions may be traced 
to their physical appearance or abilities and how they 
came to terms with them with the help of their families 
and teachers. 

Although still beginners, students understood the 
importance of factor 7 (preparation) and that inadequacy 
in it should be a cause for concern.  Preparation, to them, 
included personal knowledge as well as sufficient 
research.   

Lastly, factor 8 (previous unpleasant experience) was a 
constant reminder of an unpleasant past and a cause for 
alarm in future public  speaking  activities.  For  beginning 
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Table 1. The Factors of attributions about public speaking anxiety 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Factors Factor loadings 
Factor 1: Expectations  
Q25. I am afraid of comparison with other speakers 0.748 
Q36. I am afraid of others’ expectations. 0.675 
Q13. I am afraid of failure. 0.610 
Q21. I have distracting thoughts.  0.600 
Q28. I fear that I might have mental block. 0.577 
Q19. I fear that the audience might not react. 0.555 
  

Factor 2: Training and Exposure  
Q8.   I lack experience in speaking. 0.839 
Q12. I am not used to talking in front of an audience. 0.817 
Q1.   I am not comfortable about talking in front of people. 0.756 
Q16. I lack practice. 0.617 
Q29. I lack training in public speaking. 0.615 
  

Factor 3:  Audience   
Q2 . I worry that I do not know about the audience. 0.698 
Q15. I worry that the audience is highly critical. 0.697 
Q26. I am afraid that there are so many people in the audience. 0.682 
Q35. I am afraid that the audience might not understand my message. 0.592 
Q11. I worry about the prestige of the audience. 0.591 
Q22. I am afraid of my own expectations about the audience. 0.464 
  

Factor 4: Self-valuation  
Q30. I feel insecure about my physical appearance. 0.812 
Q3 . I worry about my own self worth. 0.788 
Q7 . I am conscious about myself. 0.571 
Q10. I feel insecure. 0.554 
Q23. I worry that the audience might make fun of me. 0.533 
  

Factor 5: Rejection   
Q4.   I fear what others might say. 0.641 
Q9.   I worry about audience negative reaction. 0.632 
Q17. I worry that the audience might not listen to me. 0.617 
Q27.   I worry that the audience might not believe me 0.605 
Q34.   I worry about committing mistakes in front of others. 0.526 
  

Factor 6: Verbal fluency  

Q5 . I am not good at verbalizing my thoughts 0.697 
Q18. I am worried about not being fluent in English. 0.647 
Q24. I  feel nervous when  speaking 0.543 
Q31. I feel embarrassed about my pronunciation. 0.450 
  

Factor 7: Preparation   
Q32.   I lack personal knowledge about the topic 0.79 
Q6.   I lack preparation. 0.787 
Q27. I lack adequate research. 0.623 
  

Factor 8: Previous Unpleasant Experience  
Q7 . I received some bad evaluations from teachers or other authorities.  0.836 
Q20. I have a previous traumatic experience about public speaking 0.607 



 
 
 
 
 
students who experienced repulsive incidents the 
unpleasant manifestations extended to the present.  
Repulsive incidents maybe committing a mistake and 
being laughed at by others,  being scolded by teachers or 
other authorities in the presence of  classmates, being 
the object of  cruel jokes,   and  other similar experiences.  
 
 
DURING THE PUBLIC SPEAKING EVENT 
 
As illustrated in factors 3, 5, and 6 beginning students 
also predicted experiencing apprehension actually 
happening during the   speaking event.  

Factor 3 (Audience) revealed the fears students 
foresaw when actually facing their audience. They felt 
uncertain about not knowing their audience well enough, 
about the audience’ probable harsh criticisms, or even 
about the audience’ reputation and status. 

Rejection (Factor 5) was the fear students associated 
with any form of rejection by the audience.   Their worries 
ranged from what others might say, others’ negative 
reaction, others’ refusal to pay attention, audiences’ refu-
sal to accept the speaker’s message, or the possibility 
that they (the speakers) might commit mistakes and be 
made fun of in front of spectators. 

Finally, factor 6 (Verbal fluency) was also seen as a 
threat during the speaking occasion.  Lack of fluency in 
English and mispronunciations were seen as major 
causes of fear.   
 
 
SIMILARITIES BETWEEN THE 8 FACTORS AND 
PREVIOUS EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 
 
Although the 8 factors were generated from inexpe-
rienced students who have not undergone any training in 
oral communication, they were by no means different 
from those identified in empirical researches and 
theories. All the 8 Factors were similar to those docu-
mented in researches as legitimate ways of explaining 
anxiety. Factor 1 (Expectation) was previously identified 
by McCroskey (1977) as a cause when he stated that  
persons experiencing communication apprehension or 
CA felt  apprehensive and anxious about the speaking 
situation he was about to participate in. The highly appre-
hensive person also foresaw experiencing unpleasant 
psychological as well as physical manifestations on the 
day of the speech. Factor 2 training and experience and 
factor 7 preparation or the lacks thereof were identified as 
major causes of anxiety. A speaker who is deficient in 
proper training as those provided in the classroom, 
exposure to similar experiences, and preparation prior to 
the speaking event,  are liable  to suffer from anxiety (Del 
Villar, 2006). Factor 3 Audience or fear that the audience 
might be highly critical was previously accepted as a 
cause.  De Vito (1980), for one, explained  that  speakers 
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find that being the center of attention and therefore being 
evaluated by others as reasons for shyness. Factor 4 
Self-Evaluation or poor conception of oneself was 
identified as a cause of anxiety. The James-Lange theory 
predicted that a person’s own attributions of his emotion 
are largely a result of his own self reflection.  In the con-
text of communication, if a person sees himself behaving 
apprehensively, it will consequently show in his behavior. 
Factor 6 verbal fluency or the lack thereof was recog-
nized as a chief cause of anxiety. Other aspects found to 
be related to verbal fluency were vocabulary and pro-
nunciation. Previous findings showed that training in the 
language resulted in facility in its use.  Children who were 
comfortable in using English in the classroom, for 
example, were those who most probably spoke the 
language in their homes and past schools (Del Villar, 
2002). Factor 8 (Previous Unpleasant Experience) was 
found to be another cause of future anxiety. Numerous 
studies showed that levels of anxiety were partially due to 
the anxiety experienced in previous speaking situations 
(Del Villar 2007). Anxious behaviors as a result of past 
experience caused the person to anticipate similar 
behaviors in the future. This was also found to be true in 
factor 5 rejection. If a person experienced rejection in the 
past, he may tend to predict rejection in future events 
(Del Villar, 2006).  
 
 
COMPARISON BETWEEN THE PRESENT FINDINGS 
AND THOSE OF BIPPUS AND DALY AND PROCTOR 
ET AL 
 
When the 8 factors (in the present study)  were compared 
with the findings of Bippus and Daly (1999) and  Proctor 
et al. (1994) it was revealed that there were some 
similarities in the factors of the 3 studies except for one 
factor in the present study which was missing in the two 
foreign studies. This was factor 6 verbal fluency. Table 2 
shows the factors in the present study and their 
counterparts in the Bippus and Daly and Proctor et al 
studies. 

The present study’s factor 6 verbal fluency did not have 
a counterpart in Bippus and Daly’s and Proctor et al’s 
lists of factors. An explanation for this could be that 
verbal fluency is a critical factor in the Philippine setting 
and not in the American setting where the other 2 studies 
were conducted. It is a known fact that English, the 
medium of instruction in communication 3, is not the first 
language in the Philippines. It is therefore a cause for 
concern, for some students, because the level of profi-
ciency in English varied depending on where the students 
finished high school or the quality of training they 
received during their growing up years. Some high 
schools gave superior English training while others did 
not. Some homes spoke English as a first language while 
the majority did not. The fact that verbal fluency came out
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Table 2. Comparison of factors from the 3 studies. 
 

Present study Bippus and Daly study Proctor et al study 
Factor 1 expectations Factor 4 rigid rules Factor 2 mistakes and failures 
 Factor 8 mistakes Factor 3 attention and isolation 
 Factor 9 negative results   
Factor 2 training and exposure Factor 7 unfamiliar rules Factor 2 mistakes and failures 
Factor 3 audience Factor 1 humiliation Factor 1 evaluation and criticism 
 Factor 6 audience Factor 4 unfamiliar audience  
Factor 4 self-evaluation Factor 3 physical appearance Factor 1 evaluation and criticism 
 Factor 5 personality traits  Factor 2 mistakes and failures  
Factor 5 rejection        Factor 1 humiliation Factor 1 evaluation and criticism 
Factor 6 verbal fluency No counterpart No counterpart 
Factor 7 preparation Factor 2 preparation Factor 2 mistakes and failures 
Factor 8 previous unpleasant experience  Factor 1 humiliation Factor 1 evaluation and criticism 

 
 
 
as a factor means that  not being fluent in English, not 
being good at verbalizing thoughts, feeling embarrassed 
about mispronunciations and feeling nervous when 
speaking were all major concerns of beginning 
communication 3 students. It did not seem to be the case 
among the American respondents, as shown by the 
absence of a factor equivalent to factor 6 verbal fluency 
in the Bippus and Daly and Proctor et al studies. This 
was perhaps because English is the first language of the 
American respondents and facility in it was not among 
their concern.   
 
 
DIFFERENCES AMONG THE ATTRIBUTIONS OF 
HIGH, MODERATE AND LOW ANXIETY STUDENTS 
 
To determine if respondents differed in the level of attri-
bution to each of the 8 factors with respect to their level 
of anxiety, they were first classified into high, moderate, 
and low anxiety groups according to their scores in the 
STAI-trait instrument.  An arbitrary classification was 
done where scores of 26 to 40 in the STAI-trait 
instrument were classified as low anxiety, 41 to 55 were 
moderate anxiety and 56 to 72 were classified as high 
anxiety. The 3 groups’ mean or average factor scores 
were then compared using ANOVA. 

Results showed that there were significant differences 
among the 3 groups in their perception of 4 out of the 8 
Factors. The differences were in factor 1 expectation (p = 
0.008), factor 2 training and exposure (p = 0.005), factor 
4 self-evaluation (p = 0.000), and factor 5 Rejection (p 
=00.029). There were no significant differences in how 
the groups viewed the other 4 factors (Factor 3 audience, 
factor 6 verbal fluency, factor 7 preparation and factor 8 
previous unpleasant experiences).   

In factor 1 expectation, the high anxiety group 
significantly differed from the low and moderate groups in  

Table 3. Duncan’s multiple test scores in factor 1: expectation. 
 

               Groups        size          Mean scores 

 group N 
Subset for alpha = 0.05 

1 2 

Duncan 
(a,b) 

low 48 -0.2072871  
moderate 102 -0.0127229  

high 17  0.6616188 
Sig.  0.416 1 

 
 
 
their fear of expectations. The high anxiety group had the 
highest mean factor score for expectations (0.6616) 
compared with the low (-0.207) and the moderate (-
0.012) groups. This means that among the three groups, 
on the average, the high anxiety group had the highest 
level of fear of Expectations.  The reason for this could be 
that those who were highly anxious placed too much 
importance on what they thought others were saying 
about them. Because of this they suffered from a 
significantly high level of anxiety.  The low group had the 
lowest level of fear of expectations. Table 3 shows the 
summary scores 

In factor 2, there was a significant difference between 
the low and high anxiety groups in their view of training 
and exposure as a reason for public speaking anxiety. 
The high anxiety group had the highest level of fear with 
a mean factor score of 0.443 while the low anxiety 
group’s mean factor score was only -0.354. The 
moderate group did not differ significantly with the other 
groups. This means that in factor 2 training and 
exposure, only the high and the low anxiety groups had 
significant differences. It could be that the high anxiety 
group knew that deficiency in training and exposure was 
an important reason to be fearful. This was not similarly 
viewed by the low anxiety group. Table 4 below shows  



 
 
 
 
 
Table 4. Duncan’s multiple test scores in factor 2 training and 
exposure 
 

                    Groups        size             Mean scores 

 group N 
Subset for alpha = .05 

1 2 

Duncan(a,b) 

low 48 -0.3547544  
moderate 102 0.0930525 0.0930525 

high 17  0.4433444 
Sig.  0.062 0.143 

 
 
 
the summary scores. 

In factor 4 self-evaluation, the low anxiety group was 
significantly different from the moderate and high anxiety 
groups in their view of self-evaluation as an attribution of 
public speaking anxiety. The low anxiety group had a 
mean factor score of only -0.500 while the high anxiety 
group had 0.466 and the moderate anxiety group had 
0.157. The low anxiety group was the lowest among the 3 
groups in terms of fear of factor 4 self-evaluation. An 
explanation for the difference among the three groups is 
that the low anxiety group, when compared with the other 
2 groups, did not see self-evaluation as a huge cause of 
concern. Table 5 shows the summary scores. 

In Factor 5 Rejection, the high anxiety group signifi-
cantly differed from the low anxiety group in its view of 
rejection as a reason for public speaking anxiety. The 
high anxiety group’s mean factor score remained the 
highest at 0.463 while that of the low anxiety group was 
the lowest at -0.257. This means that the high anxiety 
group had a substantial fear of rejection when compared 
with the other 2. This was consistent with the other fears 
of the high anxiety group such as self-evaluation and 
expectations. The moderate group’s anxiety score 
(0.044) did not differ significantly from the 2. Table 6 
shows the summary scores.  

As far as factors 3 audience, factor 6 verbal fluency, 
factor 7 preparation, and factor 8 previous unpleasant 
experiences were concerned, there were no significant 
differences among the 3 groups. This means that the 3 
groups did not view those factors differently.  
 
 
WHAT BEGINNERS THOUGHT ABOUT THE 
LIKELIHOOD OF OVERCOMING   ORAL 
COMMUNICATION ANXIETY 
 
In phase 1 of the study, an additional question was posed 
to find out what students believed was the likelihood they 
would overcome oral communication anxiety. A 
resounding 98% believed they would. Only 2% admitted 
defeat and said that nothing could be done to improve 
how   they   felt.  No  demographic  data  was  needed  to  
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determine to which group the 98% belonged to since they 
comprised more than the majority of the respondents 
(Table 6).   
 
 
WHAT BEGINNERS THOUGHT SHOULD BE DONE TO 
OVERCOME PUBLIC SPEAKING ANXIETY 
 
When asked what remedies they would offer to overcome 
speaking anxiety, a list of 17 suggestions was generated. 
The suggestions given by students who have not 
received any training in public speaking were surprisingly 
similar to the ones taught in the communication 3 
courses. Beginners recognized that foremost among the 
remedies were practice (24%) and preparation (21%), 
followed by gaining confidence (15%) and exposure 
(9%). Other remedies given ranged from psyching 
oneself up to trusting in God, to taking subjects like 
communication 3, seeking moral support and guidance, 
and knowing and developing oneself.  Table 7 shows the 
list of suggestions ranked according to popularity among 
the respondents.  
 
 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
 
This study sought to identify how beginning Filipino 
students explained their fears about oral communication. 
Only by knowing his/her students’ fears would a teacher 
be able to tailor the most suitable teaching-learning 
activities.    

Results revealed an 8 factor model explaining 69.11% 
of the total variance in the data. The factors were: expec-
tation, training and experience, audience, self-worth, 
rejection, verbal fluency, preparation and previous 
unpleasant experience. These factors were the attri-
butions for the fears beginning Filipino students brought 
with them when they first stepped into the communication 
3 classrooms. These attributions influenced their percep-
tions about oral communication anxiety. When compared 
with 2 other similar western studies, all the factors from 
the present study had counterparts in the other 3 studies 
except for factor 6 verbal fluency. The explanation for the 
presence of this factor in the present study and not in the 
other 2 studies was that English is a second language 
among most Filipinos and that facility in it varied 
depending on students’ prior training.   

Further examination also showed that there were 
significant differences among the high, moderate and low 
anxiety groups in their perception of 4 out of the 8 
Factors. The differences were in factor 1 expectation (p = 
0.008), factor 2 training and exposure (p = 0.005), factor 
4 self-evaluation (p = 0.000) and factor 5 rejection (p = 
0.029). There were no significant differences in how the 
groups viewed the other 4 factors (factor 3 audience, 
factor 6 verbal fluency, factor 7 preparation, and  factor  8  
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Table 5. Duncan's multiple test scores in factor 4 self-evaluation. 
 

           Groups        size          Mean scores 

 group N 
Subset for alpha = 0.05 

1 2 

Duncan(a,b) 

low 48 -0.5003310  
moderate 102  0.1577755 

high 17  0.4660462 
Sig.  1.000 0.185 

 
 
 

Table 6. Duncan’s Multiple Test Scores in Factor 5: Rejection 
 

Groups        size          Mean scores 

 groups N 
Subset for alpha = .05 
1 2 

Duncan(a,b) 

low 48 -0.257832  
moderate 102 0.0441365 0.0441365 
high 17  0.4631771 
Sig.  0.211 0.083 

 
 
 

Table 7. List of suggestions according to rank. 
 

Rank Suggestions Frequency in % 
1 Practice 24 
2 Prepare 21 
3 Gain confidence 15 
4 Expose yourself to speaking events 9 
5 Psych yourself 6 
   

6 

Think that the audience is friendly  3 
Trust in God  3 
Do not assume that the audience will react 3 
Take subjects like Communication 3  3 

   

7 

Seek moral support and guidance 1 
Avoid thinking about the speech 1 
Be a good listener so that others will be good to you too 1 
Know yourself better, develop yourself 1 

 
 
 
previous unpleasant experiences).   

Additional analysis showed that 98% of students 
believed they would overcome their public speaking 
anxiety. Only 2% admitted hopelessness. 

As to ways to overcome anxiety, beginning students 
believed that the most important remedies were practice, 
preparation, confidence, and exposure. These were the 
same antidotes taught in communication 3.  

As shown by the similarities between the results of  this  

study with those of previous researches, it can be con-
cluded that Filipino students have that innate knowledge 
of what cause public speaking anxiety. Note that the 
Filipino respondents did not have any previous exposures 
to lessons in communication because the data were 
collected during the beginning of classes. To a surprising 
degree, they were also knowledgeable about ways to 
remedy unpleasant manifestations of anxiety.    

With the students’  instinctive  knowledge  about  public  



 
 
 
 
 
speaking anxiety and the teacher’s expert intervention 
and guidance, effective learning can certainly be 
successful.  
 
 
REFERENCES 
 
Beatty M (1987).  Communication apprehension as a determinant of 

avoidance, withdrawal, and performance anxiety. Commun. 
Quarterly, 35(2): 202-17 

Beatty M (1988).  Public speaking apprehension, decision making errors 
in selection of speech introduction strategies and adherence to 
strategy. Commun. Edu., 37: 297-311. 

Beatty M, Andriarte G (1985). Communication apprehension and 
general anxiety in the prediction of public speaking anxiety.  
Commun. Quarterly, 33: 174-84. 

Beatty M, Behnke R (1980).  An assimilation theory perspective of 
communication apprehension.  Hum. Commun. Res., 6: 319-25. 

Beatty M, Dobos J, Balfantz L, Kuwabara A (1991).  Communication 
apprehension, state anxiety and behavioral disruption:  A causal 
analysis. Commun. Quarterly, 39: 48-57. 

Bippus A, Daly J (1999).  What do people think causes stage fright?  
Naïve attributions about the reasons for public speaking anxiety. 
Commun. Edu., 48: 63-71.  

Del Villar C (2002). Mind-Body Communication Technique: An 
Alternative Way of Developing Confidence in the Classroom.  
Unpublished Dissertation.  University of the Philippines, Diliman.  

Del Villar C (2006a).  Mind-Body Communication Technique: An 
Alternative Way of Learning and Teaching Confidence in Public 
Speaking.  University of the Philippines Press.   

Del Villar C (2006b).  Communication Apprehension: A Survey of 
Studies, Techniques, Treatments. Philip. Hum. Rev. pp. 317-340. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Del Villar       169 
 
 
 
De Vito J (1980).  The interpersonal communication book.  Second 

Edition.  New York: Harper and Row Publishers. pp. 200-210. 
McCroskey J (1977). Classroom consequences of communication 

apprehension. Commun. Edu., 26: 27-33. 
McCroskey J, Daly J, Sorensen G (1976). Personality correlates of 

communication apprehension. Hum. Commun. Res., 3: 73-81. 
McCroskey J (1978). Validity of the PRCA as an index of oral 

communication apprehension.  Commun. Monographs 45: 192-203. 
Proctor Il, Douglas RF, Garera-Izquierdo AT, Wartman SL (1994). 

Approach, voidance, and apprehension:  Talking with high CA 
students about getting help. Commun. Educ., 43: 312-321. 

Richmond V, James M (1989). Communication: Apprehension, 
avoidance, and effectiveness.  Scottsdale, AZ: Gorsuch Scarishbrick.  

Spielberger C (1966). Theory and research on anxiety.  In Spielberger, 
C. Ed. (1966). Anxiety and behavior. C. New York: Academic Press. 
pp. 3- 20.   

Spielberger CD, Sydeman SJ, Owen AE, March BJ (1999). Measuring 
Anxiety and Anger with the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) and 
the State-Trait Anger expression Inventory (STIXI). In Maruish ME 
(Ed.). The Use of Psychological Testing for Treatment Planning and 
Outcomes Assessment (2nd ed.) Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates, p. 996. 

Spielberger CD (1983). Manual for the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory: 
STAI (Form Y) Palo Alto, CA: consulting Psychologists Press.  

Spielberger CD (1985). Assessment of state and trait anxiety: 
conceptual and methodological issues. Southern Psychologist., 2: 6-
16. 


