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Abstract o .

Responses on both the state and trait scales of the State-

L4

Trait Anxiety (STAI) Inventory were examined under two-conditions.

The first condition presented a simulated real-life situation
a

.._containing competitive and evaluative cues without directly
é

suggesting faking and asked subjects to complete the SfAI. After

ED111864

an intervening task, the STAI was re-admin{stered under standard
instructions. The hypothesis that Ss weuld respond consistently

on the A-trait scale, while dehonstratiﬁg increased levels of A-
state was canfirmed. Results were interpreted as consistent @ith
the distinction between trait anxiety as a relatively perﬁanent
attribute of the individual and state anxiety as a transitory
characteristic which fluxuates with the environment. However,

the results conflict with traditional‘no?ions'of social desirability
response bias; which imply that "faking good" should 7ead to ) 2
consistént changes on both §ca1es. There is Tlittle doubt that
"faking éood" can lead to dfstortions of scores on}affectivelmeasuré.

However, Ss do not hecessari]y actually "fake good" in situations

where they have no definite instructions to fake.
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Introduction ) Co e
u. l ‘ ) " >

The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) has recently eherged as a
useful tool in conceptualizing anxiety phenomena as two'related céngtructs--'
state and trait anx1ety (Spielberger, Gorsuch & Lushene, 1970) Sféte /
anxiety (A—state) refers to a transitory emot1ona1 condition that is
characterized by subjective feelings of tension and apprehension, while-
trait anxiety (A-trait) describes relatively stable individual differences :*
in anxiety proneness. Levitt (1967) has attested to the theoretical and
methodological soundness of the STAI when compared to other instruments

used to assess anxiety.

Research on the reliability of the STAI generally reveals high test-

retest stabifity of the A-trait scale even under different testing conditions -
(Allen, 1970; Newmark; 1972; Spielberger, et al., 1970) ‘as would be predigted,
by the hypothesis of anxjety as an enduring personality trait. However,
A—state/stabi]ity coefficients tend to be low, as would be expected for a
messyré that is influenced by situational factofs. Under conditions of
‘ 'szcess such as that created by final examinations (Sachs & Diesenhaus, 1969),
or performance on difficult tasks (Spielberger, Q'Nei], & Hansen, 1972),
‘ Ristate tends to increase from levels reported under "normal" conditions.
Moreovér,‘induced anxiety sets established through :xperimenter—provided
. instructions raise levels -of A-state {Allen, 1970; Bucky, Spielberger & Bale,
1972; Spielberger, et al., 1970).
Reliability studies of the STAI have frequently emphasized the use of

role-playing conditions in which Ss were instructed to respond as gf in an

environment different from that in whicK they are actually completing the

scales. For example, Ss have been asked to respond as if they were employees

———




.bias operating in the situation and should result in changes on both,

i

ﬁﬁo wanted to make it appear that they were in extremely stressfu] jobs

(Smith, 1972). The différghcesfobtained in A-state scores under such -

conditions may ‘occur becquse A-state scores ref]e;f.the different levels
of stress phenomeno]ogiéal]y'é}periepced~bx Ss under induced ro]e;p]aying.
conditions. Others have preferred to regard éhangEs in A-state as indices
of change in the Ss' perce1ved need to "fake good" (Edwards, 1957). n%;> en
(1970) has concluded that the A- state scale is one of nany anxiety measures .
that is suspept1b]e to faking. -

The present writers feel that both explanations are viaple, bdt that
responses will be determineq by thg‘nature of the instructions provided by
E. Directions to Ss which make i;?apparent that eacQ’S has something'to

gain from faking good should increase the. social desirability response

A-state'and A-trait scales. Such a finding is obtained in.Bucky, et al.
(1972) where sfghificant and simultaneous decreases in A-statg and A-trait
were attributed to a defensive tendency to "took good" exhbited. among
flight students. These Ss had been asked to respond as they would after
having jusf engaged in a critical component of the career for which they
were training (Toading on‘an aircraft carrier). However, instructions

placing Ss in a simulated stressful condition in which they are asked to

. report their subjective feelings accurately, and from which direct threat

is removed, should yield an alternate pattern of responses. . Under such a

condition, one would expect “changes in A-state responses to occur, as a

function of the subjective fee]1ngs induced in the role-playing s1tuat1on. .

But, A-trait responses, which theoret1ca]1y reflect .the relatively chron1c,

genera]1zed view one holds of his level of 'anxiety, should remain stable.

~




This study attempted to present to S a real-life situation which
contained competitive and £valuative’cues, whije it avoided a direct .

. suggestion to fake. It as hjpoipesi%éd that Ss would respond corsis-
tently on the A-trait scales, and with increased A-state under the role-

playing condition.

ﬂethod‘

The STAI is a self-report inveﬁtory that consists of a 20 statement

A-trait scale that requires S to describe how he generally feels and a 20

statement-A-state scale whicu requires S to indicate how he feels "at this

_‘moment.“ Sixty male and 131 femalejuniers and seniors enrolled in an‘under:
graduate psychology course at the University of Kansas served as Ss. ‘
. \Thé»STAI was initially presented to Ss with the_fo]]owing role-playing
“instructions: "We are asking you to put yourself in the position of someone
who is interviewing for ghg Job ‘'of his dreams' -- a position that you
would consider.most ideal for your éeréona] goals. . You are aware ;ha£
there are at  least fifty other applicants for this position, all highly
qualified and motivated to obtain the job. As you 5repare for this interview,
respond to the following qug;tispnaire in terms of your feelings and ideas '
about the interview and the position. Before we distribute this questjonnaire,

.take a minute to think about what a person in such a situation would think

and feel."
- ] -
After completion of both scales under the role-playing condition, Ss
were given an. interpolated task in which ﬂgky were asked to respond to a
.
political poll. At its ctonclusion, they were readministered the STAI with

-

-
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'-indicates that when the STAI was administered under the simulation directions,

to fill it out as you would under ordinary circumstances. «Complete it

the following“instructions: “We would now Tike you to complete the

questionnaire that you filled out previously; this time we would like you

jyst as the instructions on each form tell you to do." Procedures desjgned

N

X

. to insure anonymity:of individual responses were followed in all cases.

N ) . Results

Since ‘the norms of the STAI indicate sex differences in performance -

on the sub-scales, data for each group were analyzed sébarate]y. Table 1

‘the raw-score means on the A-State scale were 6.60 poinfé higher for the

-

males and 9.31 points higher for the females than the means’ obtained under

standard'directions., Both of these differences were significant'at the

/

.01 Tevel. On the oéher hand the differences between raw score means of
the ATTraiﬁ under the simulation and standard directions were only -0.86 )
for males and 0.25 for females. Neithgr of these differences was significantﬁ
at the .01 level. : .
Table 2 showé the correlations sgtween the subtests under the simulation
"and standard conditions as well as the alpha reliability coefficient for
each test (Stan]ey, 1971): The alpha reliability coefficients ranged from
.89 to .94 indicating relatively homogeneous tests. The, correlations between
subtests revealed that the A-Trait scales administered under different |
directions were correlated .77 for malés and .65 for females, while the
A-State scales administered under different‘directiens were correlated .52

and .35 for males and females respectively. As predicted, the A-Trait scale
-]

displayed more stability than the A-State scale. The correlation between
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'the A- State and A-Tra1t Scales administered under simulation d1rect1ons
were .74 for ma]es and »66 for femaless while _the correlations between
the A-State and A-Trait Scales adm1n1stered under ‘standard directions were
".77 for ma)es and .51 for;females '

The mean vesponse for each,item'wae computed, and t~teste—at the .01

level of significance were carried out to compare the item means under

3 .

simulation and standard directions. For female Ss, each .of the 20 items
on the A-State scale except items 4 ("regretful") and 8 ("regted")rshowed
a significant difference in the direction*of higher anxiety under the

simulation directions. For male subjects, 9 of the 20 items on the

A-State scale showed significant, d1fferences in the directions of higher

anx1ety under the simulation d1rect1ons The nine items were.numbers 1, 3,

. 5,9, 10, 13, 16, 19, and 20. The smaller number of signifieant'differencesA

for the males than females may be explained in part by~the smaller samp]e:'
of males, a1though the obtained mean differences tended to be smaller as
well. For the A-Trait scale, none of the items showed a significant
d1fference in means for- the males, and only “item 19 ("I am 2 steady person")
showed a s1gn1f1cant change in means for the females. In the case of

~ i tem 19, a h1gher mean vias obtained under standard directions.

Discussion

- -

' The hypothesis that changes in scores on an%iet; inventories sueh'
as the éfAI are effected by response sets generated by instructions, has
}eceived support from this study. The degree to which social desirahi]ity
or faking good brings about changes in Ss' resﬁonses depends on the

spec1f1c d1rect1ons pYov1ded by the experimenter. When exp11c1t coachzng

to fake occurs or when the obv1ous usg of. the information can possibly be

-

”, »
. -
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detrimental to the individual (as in a screening technique in an employment

situation), Ss may indeed fake good.

.

“However, when a s1mu1ated situation that conta1ns implicit evaTuat1ve

and stress cues is presented, as in the present study, Ss have been shown v

to respond in a mode that may be appropriately described as "honest". A

pattern of increase in A-state scores presumably reflecting increaged

anxiety under role-playing condit{ons and a stable pattern of A-frait -

scores across both conditions of administration are consistent with predic-

tions derived from the theory underlying the distinction between A-state

and A-trait, yet in conflict with the behavior predicted by the social

desirability hypothesis. The tendency to give a socially desirable.self-

description should result’in Ss' faking

consistently on hoth scales, since

|
/

a calm personality would be at least as

socially des1rab1eyas appear1ng

calmat the moment (cf. Bucky, et al., /1971).

1

Patterns of test-retest, corre]atfons on both A-trait and A'statefscales -

‘reflect those found in other r;;earch (Spielberger et al.,, 1970), w1th A- tra1t

responses showing stronger sta
'L

11ty across treatmentyl Responses for male X

subJects on A-state scales showed greater stability than those for females; f

a]so, increases ip A-state for females were greater than for males.

~fFurthermore, correlations between A-state and A-tra1t tended to rema1n

-y

' §table and substant1a1 -for males; correlations for fema]es were Tower and

.. Changed moderately in a higher direction under simulated eondition.

These ?indings suggest that female subjects are more emotionally

*

‘responsive; gr'berhaps more Tikely, that due to cultural bias toward

_admitting emotionality, women are more dpen to reporting their responses.
' . : 6 N
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