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Abstract 

In order to understand the phenomenon of social anxiety it is 

useful to explore -both dispositional and situational factors. The first 

purpose of this study was to separate the affective experience of social 

anxiety from the behaviours that often accompany it. The second purpose 

was to examine affective and behavioural factors, explore how these 

factors relate to other variables of interest, and determine how they 

respond to a situational stressor. In the first study, 251 subjects 

completed measures of social anxiety, behavioural inhibition, social 

avoidance, anxiety sensitivity, and impostor feelings. Correlational 

and multiple regression analyses revealed the variables to be strongly 

associated with one another. Eighty of the original subjects took part 

in the second study, Subjects were divided into groups of high and low 

social anxiety and engaged in a short interaction with a research 

assistant, discussing a selected topic. Half of the subjects interacted 

with a partner who demonstrated high expertise on the topic and half 

interacted with a partner who demonstrated limited expertise. Analyses 

of variance revealed that, for many variables, high social anxiety 

subjects reacted differently than did low social anxiety subjects. 

Also, subjects who interacted with a high expertise partner reacted 

differently than did those who interacted with a low expertise partner. 

However, the manipulation of partner expertise failed to differentiate 

high social anxiety subjects from low social anxiety subjects. Specific 

physiological, behavioural, and self-report reactions to the interaction 

are discussed along with interpretations and recommendations for further 

research. 



Acknowledgements 

I would like to express my appreciation to Dr- Marilyn Bowman for 

her efforts during the preparation of this dissertation. Her enthusiasm 

and encouragement, coupled with timely suggestions, helped to make 

completion of this study possible. 

1 would like to thank Dr. Robert Ley and Dr. William Krane for 

their input at different points along the process and for reviewing 

previous drafts of this dissertation and providing me with constructive 

comments and suggestions. Also my thanks Franz Vanlakerveld, Elizabeth 

Michno, Joan Foster, and Steven Brown for their time in helping me set 

up equipment and conduct statistical analyses. Special thanks to Marcy 

Adams and Lauren Maris for their untiring efforts during the data 

collection phase of this study. 

Finally, f would like to express my gratitude to my family. 

First, my parents for encouraging my academic efforts and for helping to 

first make a university education available to me. Also, my wife, 

Barbara, for her patience as well as her limitless supply of love, 

support, and caring. Finally, our two sons, Nathan and Ryan, for 

helping me to keep a perspective and for reminding me, every day, of the 

excitement of asking questions and searching for answers. 



Table of Contents 

Page 

ListofTables . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  viii 
Dispositional and Situational Factors Affecting 

Sehavioural Inhibition and Avoidance in Socially 

Anxious Individuals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Affect and Behaviour 3 

Disposition and Situation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 

Dispositional Factors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 
Shyness . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 

Social ANciety . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 
Behavioural ~nhibition and Avoidance . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 
Anxiety Sensi'ti-;i+f . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14 

Impostor Feelings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 
SituationalFactors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 

Perceived Expertise . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  21 
TheExperienceofShyness . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  23 

Physiological Factors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24 
Heart Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 

BehaviouralFactors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26 
TimeTalking . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Eyecontact 27 

Protective Self-presentations . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28 
Self-presentation Style . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 

The Present Studies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32  

Study1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32 
Purpose of Studty 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32 
StatementofHypotheses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32 

AnxietySensitivity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32 

ImpostorFeelings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  33 
StatisticalAnalysis. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  33 



Method . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Subjects 34  

Procedure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Study2 35  

Purpose of Stuc3y 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  35 

StatementofHypotheses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  35  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Heart Rate 35 

Behavioural Reactions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  36  

Self-Presentation Style . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  37 

StatisticalAnalysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  38 
Method . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  39 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Subjects 39 

Procedure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  39 

Measures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 1  

Social Anxiety . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 
Interaction Anxiousness Scale . . . . . . . . . . .  4 1  

Behavioural Inhibition and Avoidance . . . . . . . . . . . . .  43 
Cheek-and Buss Shyness Scale . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  44 
Social Avoidance and Distress Scale . . . . . . .  46 

Anxiety Sensitivity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  49 

Anxiety Sensitivity Index . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  49 

Impostor Feelings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  51 
Harvey Intpostor Phenomenon Inventory . . . . . . . . . .  5 1  

Physiological Measures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  53 

Heart Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  53 

Behavioural Measures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  55 

Time Talking . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  55 

Eye Contact . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  55 

Protective Self-Presentation . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  55 
Self-Presentatism Style . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  57 

Seff-Presentationstyle Scale . . . . . . . . . . . . .  57 



. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  OtherMeasures 59 

Self-Appraisal Survay . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  59 

Results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  60 

Studqrl . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  60 

PreliminaryAnalysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  60 

Primar-yAnalysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  64 

Hypotheses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  66 

Summary of Results of Study 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  68 

Study2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  70  

P r e l i m i n a r y h a l y s i s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 0  

Primaryhalys is  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  77  

Eypothesec . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 1  

Self-Apgm-ksalSur~ey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 8  

S u m m a ~ o f R e s u l t s o f S t u d y 2  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 1  

Discussion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 5  

Study1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 5  

Study 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.02 

Recommendations for Future Research . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  109  

References . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  113  

vii 



List of Tables 

Table Page 

I. Weans, Standard Deviations, and Reliabiiities of Measures 

Used In Study 1 (N = 251) . . - . , . . . . - - . . . . . . - 6 1  

2 .  Correlations Amongst Variables Used in Study 1 . . . . . . . . . 62 

3 .  Correlations Between Variables Used In Study 1 and 

Sex of Subject and English Background of Subject - . . . . . . 63 

4. Averaged Within-Groups Correlations Amongst Variables 

UsedinStudy2 (df=72) , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72 

5 .  Correlations Between Variables Used In Study 2 and 

Sexofsubject . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  73 
6 .  Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities of the 

Self-Presentation Style Scale Used in Study 2 (M = 80) . . . . 75 

7. Inera-Rater Reliabilities of the Subjectively Scored Measures 

Used in Study 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 8  

8. Cell Means (n = 20) of Dependent Variables Used in Study 2 with 

Social Anxiety and Expertise Acting as Independent Variables . 79 

9. Effect Sizes (n = 20) of Dependent Variables Used in Study 2 with 

Social Anxiety Acting as the Independent Variable , . . . . . 80 

ZOa. Summary of Analysis of Variance (Heart Rate Increasej . . . . . 83 

lob. Summary of Analysis of Variance (Heart Rate Habituation) . . . 83 

lla. Summary of Three-Way Analysis of Variance (Time Talking). . . . 84 

llb. Sununary of Analysis of Variance (Eye Contact) . . . . . . . . . 86 

Ilc. Summary of -Analysis of Variance (Innocuous Sociability) . . . . 86 

Ild. Sununary of Analysis of Variance (Disclaimers) - . . . . . . . . 87 

12a. Summary of Analysis of Variance (Acquisitive Self-Presentation 

Style) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . - . 89 

12b. Surmnary of Analysis of Variance (Protective Self-Presentation 

Style) - . . . - . . . . . . . . . , . . - .  . - .  - - - .  . - 89 



Dispositional and Situational Factors 

Affecting Behavioural Inhibition and Avoidance 

in Socially -Anxious Individuals 

Although often referred to in the literature, the topic of social 

anxiety has undergone serious examination only in the last 15 or so 

years. Beginning with the work of Zimbardo (1977), social anxiety and 

shyness have been identified as widespread and potentially serious 

problems that affect individuals in all levels of our society. 

In 1977, Z l - m h r d ~  comp1.eted what became knor:: as the Stanford 

Shyness Survey- In this survey, he found that 90% of respondents 

reported feeling socially anxious at least nccasionally and over 50% 

acknowledged that social anxiety  sozetirnes constituted a significant 

problem for them. Cheek and Melchior (1990) estimated that distressing 

shyness affects 25 to 23% of Americans. 

Xallace, Wallechinsky and Wallace (1977) surveyed 3000 American 

inhabitants regarding their worst fears. Forty-one percent of the 

respondents chose 'public speaking' as their worst fear and this fear 

ranked first amolxpt the choices- Hore recently, Stein and Halker 

11994) surveyed social arixiety among over 500 randomly selected 

respondents in a Canadian city. Approximately 61% of the subjects 

reported being "much' or 'somewhat more' anxious than other people in at 

Least one of the seven social situations assessed. The most frequently 

endorsed feared situation was 'speaking to a large audienceu. 

The majority of individiaals identified in research studies as 

socially anxious report their condition to be a negative one. Pilkonis 

(1977aI found that 86% of the socially anxious people he examined did 

not like being socially anxious and the majority (63%) considered it to 

be 'a problem". In a study of eleven different cultures, Pilkonis and 

Zim'Dardo 6T979j found t-hat 42% of their shy subjects reported that 

shyness created problems for them, 

Leitenberg (1990) notes that social anxiety can have a disruptive 



effect on performance in a variety of settings. It can inhibit the 

development of close friendships =d intimate relationships. It can 

also hinder the reaching of goals at school and at the workplace. At 

its most extreme, it can detelop into an anxiety disorder \social 

phobia) or a personality disorder favoidant personality disorder). 

The social implications of social anxiety can be widespread and 

serious. Other people tend to react in a negative manner to socially 

anxious individuafs fftimbardo, 1977). In controlled settings, socially 

a~xious subjects are consistently rated less favourably by observers 

than are non-socially anxious subjects (Mandel & Shrauger, 1980; 

Pilkonis, 1977a). Also, socially anxious people are judged to be less 

socially and interpersonally attractive [Burgoon & Xoper, 1984!, more 

tense, inhibited, and unfriendly (Cheek Gf Buss, 1981), and more detached 

and submissive (Burgoon & Koper, 1984;. 

Social anxiety has been found to correlate with lower grades in 

junior high school (Hurt & Preiss, 1978), lower grades in college 

(McCroskey & Anderson, 19761, and difficulties in work situations 

fPilkonis & Zimbardo, 19791- Thess findings exist despite the fact that 

social anxiety has consistently been found to be unrelated to 

intelligence fe-g,, McCroskey, Daly, & Sorensen, 1976). 

As previously noted, in extreme cases, social anxiety can develop 

into more serious clinical disorders (Leitenberg, 1990). When comparing 

diagnostic criteria for social phobia and avoidant personality disorder 

EArnerican Psychiatric Association, 1994) to common definitions for 

social anxiety [see below) the main differences appear to involve 

intensity of the symptoms and the degree to which fear or avoidance 

interferes with normal functioning- In addition, numerous researchers 

found that socially anxious individuals are =re likely to suffer 

frm ether ~ a t a ' l  health p ~ ~ b i a  such as anxiety disorders [e-g., 

generalized anxiety disorder, panic disorder), mood disorders (e.g., 

depression), or psychoactive substance use disorders Le-g., alcohol 
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ahusel than are non-socially anxious individuais (Amies, Gelder, & Shaw, 

1983; Cheek & Melchior, 1990; Daly & Stafford, 1984; Harks, 1987; 

Zimbardo, 1977) - 

It should be noted, Plowever, that not all consequences of social 

anxiety are nsgative. Zkirdo (1977) reports that between 10 and 20 

percent of shy individuals enjoy being shy. Shyness [especially in its 

milder forms) is often seen by others as an endearing attribute. 

Snyder, Smith, Augelfi, and Ingram (1385) found that socially anxious 

individuals will, at times, use their symptoms as a strategy to control 

attributions made abut their performances in social-evaluative 

settings. In other words, tihey adopt a kind of self-handicapping 

strategy where their anxiety becomes an acceptable excuse for poor 

performance. 

Sough and Thorne (1986) note that the way in which others respond 

to shy individuals is largely dependent on how the 'shyness' is 

manifested. If the cpalities of reserve, sensitivity, and prudence are 

emphasized, the shy person will tend to make a good impression. If, 

however, the qualities more closely resemble timidity, anxiety, and 

self-doubt, the impression will be more negative, 

On the whole, Rowever, it does appear that the most common 

intrerpretation of social anxiety (both by those who suffer from it and 

tMse who observe it] is that it is a negative attribute. Gough and 

"Pkome ~19861 conclude that, on first encounter, observers tend to be 

=re affected by the quality of social anxiety and its related 

~ ~ v i ~ t i r s  than by other plllderlying qualities. Also, socially anxious 

people tend to be less well liked, on initial acquaintance, than are 

wn-socially it.nxio\rs people- 

Affect and Behaviour 

TnraditionalPg, socially anxious persons have been studied in terms 

that have included both subjective affect as well as overt behaviour. 

Certainly, tihere is Piatlle doubt that social anxiety is often 



accompanied by behavioural signs of anxiety. However, this is not the 

case for all people in all instances. For whatever reasons, some 

individuals appear to be able to conceal their subjective discomfort 

while others cannot, 

Most research in this area begins with the assumption that 

sui:jects can be divided into shy versus non-shy groups. One consequence 

of maintaining such a dichotomy, however, is that groups may be treated 

as homogeneous when, in fact, they are quite different. This phenomenon 

was referred to kz -Z Riesler (1972) as the "uniformity myth" . In terms of 

the present investigation, this study proposes that by treating all 

people who obtain a high score on traditional measures of shyness as 

representing an hcmqeneous group, onr loses valuable information. 

Turner, Beidel, Dancu, and Keys (1986) attempted to separate 

affect from behaviour by studying individuals who suffered either from 

social phobia or from avoidant personality disorder. Amongst other 

findings, they found that patients meeting diagnostic criteria for 

social phobia possessed adequate social skills while those meeting 

criteria for avoidant personality disorder did not. The authors 

concluded that, despite overlapping characteristics, the two diagnoses 

were quite different and they argued that previous studies of social 

phobia may have inadvertently included avoidant personality disorder. 

The notion that people possess a sense of self that they hold 

private as well as a self that is visible to others has existed for over 

a century. M early as 1890, James separated the inner or subjective 

self from the social self. Pestinger (1957) noted this same separation 

and argued that people are motivated to attain and maintain consistency. 

When people become aware of themselves behaving in a way that is not 

consistent with their private sense of self, they experience conflict. 

fSowever, despite this and similar claims, over the years it has become 

increasingly clear that inner experiences do not always match outward 

behaviours and this mismatch does not always lead to distress. 
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Goffman (1959) contends that there is nothing inherently abnormal 

or conflict-arousing about taking on different roles in different 

situations. He views social encounters as performances in which each 

person plays the parts and recites the lines that are likely to maximize 

personal rewards- Gergen (1977) states that people expand their 

identities when they perceive that their behaviour in some situations 

differs from their behaviour in others. Rather than leading to 

conflict, these discrepancies are viewed as potential signposts that 

lead toward personal growth and change. 

Snyder (1974, 1979) has written extensively on this issue from the 

viewpoint of self-monitoring and impression management. Snyder contends 

that some people tend to remain consistent across situations (low self- 

monitors) while others vary their behaviour considerably, depending on 

the situations they find themselves in (high self-monitors). In either 

case, both a public and a private self exist, the difference being the 

degree to which each is similar to the other. Again, according to 

Snyder, there is nothing inherently abnormal about being either a low or 

high self-monitor. 

With respect to social anxiety, Fenigstein, Scheier, and Buss 

(1975) note that the majority of socially anxious individuals are 

excessively preoccupied with themselves and they suggest that this self- 

consciousness has both a public and private dimension. Public self- 

consciousness reveals itself as an increase in concern over the effect 

that one is having on others. Private self-consciousness, on the other 

hand, is characterized by an egocentric focus. In other words, 

attention is turned inward and concern over subjective feelings 

increases. 

Pilkonis (1977b) extended this notion and identified two basic 

types of socially anxious people, those who are "publicly shy" and those 

who are 'privately shy'. Publicly shy individuals are concerned about 

their behaviour in social situations while privately shy individuals are 



more focused on their subjective feelings of discomfort. 

Zimbardo (1977) also studied the differences between publicly shy 

and privately shy individuals and extended the findings to the 

observable behaviour of the individuals involved. Those who are 

publicly shy are unable to hide their shyness and are highly 

uncomfortable about their feelings. Privately shy individuals, on the 

other hand, are capable of hiding their difficulties in social 

situations. This latter group can often escape public detection. 

Zimbardo suggests that they conceal their shyness with social skills or 

by actively avoiding situations in which they are unable to maintain 

control. 

Zimbardo (1977) contends that publicly shy individuals suffer more 

than do privately shy individuals. The constant preoccupation with 

their social performance leads those who are publicly shy towards active 

avoidance of many social encounters and leads to inhibited behaviour in 

those situations that the individtdal cannot avoid. Inadequate 

performance leads to negative reactions from others and, generally, to 

lowered self-esteem. 

Privately shy individuals, on the other hand, are fortunate in 

that they are able to conceal their anxiety and may be quite competent 

or successful in given areas. Although they generally enjoy more 

positive reactions from others, these "shy extrovertsa (as Zimbardo 

labels them) are not without their own difficulties as they invest a 

tremendous amount of nervous energy in the anticipation of social events 

(1977). 

Phillips (1991) notes that there is no necessary connection 

between the way people feel and how they behave. Ost, Jerremalm, and 

Johansson (1981) argue that multimodal assessment should be routinely 

adopted in the assessment of social anxiety and social phobia. 

Likewise, Glass and Arnkoff (1989) state that a thorough assessment of 

social anxiety requires the measurement of both the experience of 



anxiety as well as any inhibited behaviours that may accompany those 

feelings. An understanding of both of these factors is an important 

first step not only in matching possible treatments to clients but also 

in monitoring the progress of such treatment. 

One aim of the current study is to assess a number of the factors 

that accompany the experiences of social anxiety and/or behavioural 

inhibition and avoidance. The hope is that a thorough examination of 

dispositional and situational issues will lead to a greater 

understanding of the phenomenon of social anxiety. 

Disposition and Situation 

In 1957, Cronbach argued that the common practice of separating 

experimental psychology from the study of individual differences has had 

a negative impact on the progress of research in psychology. He urged 

researchers to move away from the traditional reliance on examining main 

effects and, instead, show a greater appreciation of the fact that not 

all people react to the same conditions in the same manner. He referred 

to this new field as "Aptitude x Treatment interactions". 

Cronbach (1975) notes that, for him, "aptitude" refers to any 

characteristic of the person that has an effect on how that person 

responds to the treatment (e-g., personal characteristics, beliefs, 

social conditions). Likewise, "treatmentn refers to characteristics of 

the situation that may affect the individual's response (e-g., 

instruction methods, psychotherapy, medications). Cronbach states that, 

as the study of interactions gains more acceptance in psychological 

research, the emphasis for researchers will move away from pursuing 

generalizations and will focus more on interpretation within context. 

The assessment of individual differences may have particular 

relevance in the area of psychological treatment. Numerous authors have 

argued that proper matching of treatment to patient is a key ingredient 

in helping to ensure successful outcome (Lehrer & Woolfolk, 1984; 

McCann, Woolfolk, & Lehrer, 1987; Ost, Jerramalm, & Johansson, 1981). 



Treatment outcome studies have started examining interactions between 

patient qualities and types of treatment. Efforts are increasingly made 

to systematically take individual differences into account when 

evaluating psychotherapy. Appropriate matching of patients with 
- .  

treatment can often result in better therapeutic outcomes (Smith & 

Sechrest, 1991) . 
This notion of Aptitude x Treatment interactions addresses the 

disposition by situation interaction that is investigated in the present 

study. With regard to social anxiety, Leary (1983a) noted that the 

tendency to experience social anxiety depends on the structure of the 

situation in which an individual becomes engaged. Part of what makes 

social anxiety an interesting topic to examine is that different people 

react quite differently in different situations. The mere fact that so 

many different terms have been coined over the years to describe anxiety 

in social situations (see below) lends support to this notion. It has 

already been argued that developing measures to assess different aspects 

of shyness (i.e., affective and behavioural components) helps to 

increase precision of measurement. Likewise, identifying relevant 

situations can help to increase situational specificity and, thus, also 

increase precision of measurement. 

Russell, Cutrona, and Jones (1986) found from their studies that 

the experience of social anxiety is determined both by properties of the 

person and by properties of the situation. Likewise, Phillips (1991) 

argues that distress in social situations varies not only from person to 

person but also from situation to situation. Briggs, Cheek, and Jones 

(1986) note that social anxiety can be regarded as largely a response to 

situational factors (i-e., a "staten) or as a relatively enduring 

personality characteristic (i-e., a "trait"). They also note that 

evidence exists to support both of these conceptualizations. 

Certainly, there does appear to be at least some stability to the 

experience of social anxiety as some individuals are more chronic 



sufferers than are others. Social anxiety has been found to influence 

behaviour across both situations and time. Backteman and Magnusson 

(1981), for example, found considerable agreement between observers who 

rated children in shyness independently at one point in time and then, 

again, three years later. There has also been some argument that a 

genetic component may exist (Plomin & Rowe, 1979). 

Still, situational variables play an important role in determining 

when and how social anxiety is manifested. Gough and Thorne (1986) 

concluded that socially anxious people are perceived and described 

differently by observers whose interactions with them are in different 

contexts. Most people who suffer from social anxiety would readily 

agree that some situations are much more likely to elicit their social 

anxiety than others. 

While Russell, Cutrona, and Jones (1986) argued that social 

anxiety develops from an interaction between individual and situational 

variables, they also noted that the situations that lead to social 

anxiety are not well understood. They suggested that two issues need to 

be addressed in order to correct this deficiency. First, more work 

should be directed towards identifying the situations that lead to the 

experience of social anxiety. Second, the interaction between these 

situations and dispositional factors and how they affect social anxiety 

needs to be better understood, The present study has attempted to 

address these issues by examining both dispositional and situational 

factors and their roles in the experience of social anxiety. 

Dispositional Factors 

As previously stated, one important issue with regard to the study 

of social anxiety concerns its stability both from one situation to 

another and over time. if there is a dispositional aspect (and the 

evidence suggests there is) then an examination of personality 

correlates of social anxiety would aid in the understanding of this 

phenomenon. Whether in the realm of psychotherapy or the basic 



understanding of the phenomenon, various dispositional factors appear to 

be associated with social anxiety. The following section addresses 

specific factors of interest in the present study. 

Shvnes s 

The discrepancy between affect and behaviour first becomes evident 

when one attempts to establish a working definition of "shyness". A 

review of the literature reveals that no generally agreed upon 

definition of the construct appears to exist. This problem is due, in 

part, to the fact that the label has been used quite loosely both by 
- .  

laypersons and by professionals in the fiei~(~sendor~f, 1986) and a 

number of terms have been used interchangeably in the literature to 

describe what is often essentially the same concept. These terms 

include, amongst others: shyness, social anxiety, social reticence, 

social phobia, interpersonal inhibition, bashfulness, communication 

apprehension, public-speaking anxiety, and dating anxiety. 

Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss (1975) included a wide focus in 

emphasizing the cognitive, affective, and behavioural aspects of 

shyness. Both public and private self-consciousness as well as 

difficulty talking to strangers were included in their definition of 

shyness. Pilkonis (1977b) was more interested in the behavioural aspect 

when he defined shyness as 'a tendency to avoid social interactions and 

to fail to participate appropriately in social situationsn (p. 596). 

Eysenck (1956) draws a distinction between two types of shyness: 

"introverted shyness' and 'neurotic shynessn. Introverted shyness 

refers to people who are low in sociability and prefer solitude but who 

are capable of effective interactions. Neurotic shyness, on the other 

hand, refers to people who experience anxiety when interacting with 

others and who are inept at these encounters, despite their own desires 

to socialize. 

Cheek and Buss (1981) also studied this distinction between 

anxiety and sociability and noted that the literature often equates 
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shyness with low sociability. They argued that the two concepts were 

not opposite extremes of the same continuum and they attempted to create 

factorially pure, or independent, measures of shyness and sociability. 

On the basis of their research, they concluded that while shyness 

involves tension and inhibition in the presence of others, sociability 

refers to a preference for being with others as opposed to being alone. 

Leary (1986) considered shyness from the viewpoint of individual 

self-presentation styles, defining shyness as an "affective-behavioural 

syndrome characterized by social anxiety and interpersonal inhibition 

that results from the prospect or presence of interpersonal evaluation" 

(p. 30). This response occurs in social encounters where people have a 

desire to make a favourable impression on others but harbour some doubt 

as to their ability to do so effectively. The response includes both 

subjective anxiety and inhibited behaviour. 

By allowing the label 'shyness" to refer to both an affective 

experience as well as a behavioural reaction, it becomes possible to 

address the possible separate contributions of the two factors. As a 

result, some resolution of the affect/behaviour controversy becomes 

possible. In addition, it acknowledges that shyness and social anxiety 

are not one and the same and it provides a testable means of separating 

and organizing the two constructs. For this reason, the above-noted 

definition by Leary [1986) has been adopted for the present study. 

Social Anxietv 

Just as the research literature has been unable to find a 

generally accepted definition of shyness, the same applies for the 

concept of 'social anxiety.' Certainly, it seems clear that whatever 

definition is adopted, it must include some reference to anxiety. 

Disagreements begin to arise, however, when one questions what else, if 

=ytf-ring, sbtif d be iacltided . 
For a number of authors, social anxiety and shyness are considered 

to be synonymous ( e - g - .  Pilkonis, 1977b; Snyder, Smith, AugellB, & 



Ingrarn, 1985). Others separate the two terms but disagree on the type 

or direction of the relationship between them. Buss (1984), for 

example, argued that shyness should be regarded as a subcategory of 

social anxiety. Leary (1986) took the opposite view and maintained that 

social anxiety is one component of shyness. 

Leary (1983a) defines social anxiety as a "state of anxiety 

resulting from the prospect or presence of interpersonal evaluation in 

real or imagined social settings" (p. 67). The individual desires to 

make a good impression on others but doubts his or her ability to 

successfully acquire and maintain this favourable impression. It is 

this resulting anxiety, independent from any somatic or behavioural 

reaction, that is critical in the definition of social anxiety. Leary's 

definition is consistent with the affect/behaviour distinction addressed 

in this study. In addition, it is consistent with the definition of 

shyness previously stated. For these reasons, it has been adopted for 

use in the present study. 

Behavioural Inhibition and Avoidance 

Few people would argue against the notion that there exists a 

group of behaviours ie.g. reticence, hesitation, and avoidance) that 

often accompany the subjective experience of social anxiety. However, 

simply because certain behaviours often occur in conjunction with social 

anxiety does not mean that the two are causally related. In addition, 

Butler (1989) states that, for some individuals, social behaviour and 

habits that appear competent to others (i-e., no active avoidance is 

involved) may act as superficial masks for more deeply-ingrained 

feezings of anxiety as well as subtle avoidance behaviours. 

Cheek and mss (1981) found that overt signs of anxiety were most 

evident when subjects reported anxiety in social situations but also 

reported a desire to engage in social interactions. Subjects scoring 

high on both shyness and sociability were found to talk less, engage in 

more self-manipulation, and exhibit more gaze aversion than did subjects 



scoring low on shyness alone or sociability alone. In addition, the 

high shyness, high sociability subjects were rated by judges as more 

tense, inhibited, and unfriendly during a 5-minute dyadic interaction 

(i-e., were more interpersonally impaired). 

The matter, then, appears to be a complicated one. Beidel, 

Turner, and Dancu (1985) ncte that highly socially anxious individuals 

are not all consistent in their avoidance of social situations. 

However, most do report difficulty in successfully interacting in such 

encounters. 

The notion of avoidant or inhibited behaviour within social 

situations has also been explored within the context of interpersonal 

theory. The results of a number of studies (e-g., Xiesler, 1986; 

Wiggins, 1982) have indicated that interpersonal behaviour can be 

conceptualized best in terms of two orthogonal dimensions: Dominance 

(versus Submission) and Nurturance (versus Coldness). Individuals are 

described by locating a point within the circumplex that allows both 

dimensions to be considered simultaneously. ' 

Recent studies (e-g., Alden, Wiggins, & Pincus, 1990) have 

suggested that this model can also be applied to the realm of 

interpersonal problems. Because, in this context, interpersonal 

problems become the focus, the two dimensions are labelled somewhat 

differently: Domineering (versus Nonassertive) and Overly-Nurturant 

{versus Cold). Alden and Capreol (1993) note that socially avoidant 

individuals tend to score towards the Nonassertive extreme of one scale 

and the Cold extreme of the other. 

A number of mechanisms might underlie the tendency to be inhibited 

in social situation-s or to avoid participating in these encounters. In 

his description of self-presentation styles, Arkin (1981) focused on 

expectancy for social success. He argued that in those social 

encounters where an individual places a high value on claiming a 

positive image and believes that he or she will be successful in 
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claiming that image, the tendency to be inhibited and to avoid such 

encounters will be minimized. On the other hand, in those circumstances 

where the expectancy for success is low, behavioural inhibition and 

avoidance are more likely to result. 

Other possible explanations for behavioural inhibition and 

avoidance include: unsatisfactory social encounters in the past, 

unrealistically high standards, and overconcern about interpersonal 

encounters (Schlenker & Leary, 1982) . Beidel, Turner, and Dancu (1985) 
suggest two additional explanations: a maladaptive cognitive style or a 

social skills deficit. 

Whatever specific factors may be present, for present purposes it 

is important to acknowledge that certain socially anxious individuals do 

behave in an inhibited and avoidant manner while others do not. By 

failing to isolate the two components of shyness, it may be that 

traditional measures of shyness have tended to include non-anxious but 

inhibited individuals together with socially anxious individuals, 

In their study of the behavioural concomitants of social anxiety, 

Leary, Atherton, Hill, and Hur (1986) provided definitions for both 

behavioural inhibition and social avoidance. Behavioural inhibition was 

defined as the "tendency to be inhibited in social encountersn (p .  708) 

and social avoidance was defined as the degree to which people "avoid 

participating in social encounters and interacting with others" (p. 

708). Again, because these Zwo definitions are consistent with the 

affect/behaviour distinction this study is attempting to address, they 

have been adopted for the present study. 

Anxiety Sensitivity 

Many individuals who report experiencing anxiety also report being 

fearful of experiencing anxiety. This fear may, in many cases, 

represent a significant aspect of the individual's presenting problem. 

However, it has only been recently that any formal investigation of this 

issue has occurred. 



Beck, Emery, and Greenberg (1985) note that the autonomic and 

behavioural reacticns produced by fear can, over time, become fear- 

producing cues in themselves, producing a fear-of-fear cycle. Any 

reactions that are publicly obvious can become candidates for this cycle 

(e-g., vriting, lifting cups, eating, public speaking). Reiss, 

Peterson, Gursky, and McNally (1986) coined the term "anxiety 

sensitivityn to refer to this fear of anxiety. It represents a tendency 

to respond in a fearful manner to anxiety symptoms because of a belief 

that these symptoms bring with them various unwanted consequences (e-g., 

greater anxiety, loss of control, public embarrassment). 

Recently, Taylor (1995) provided a comprehensive review of a 

number of the issues and controversies surrounding anxiety sensitivity. 

He noted that some disagreement exists whether anxiety sensitivity is 

unifactorial in nature or whether it is composed of two or three 

factors. 

Reiss (1991) considered anxiety sensitivity to be one of three 

fundamental fears, along with injury/illness sensitivity and fear of 

negative evaluation. Fundamental fears involve fears of stimuli that 

are inherently aversive for the majority of people. Because these fears 

/ 
cannot be reduced to more basic units, Reiss argued that anxiety 

sensitivity is unidimensional in nature. Alternatively, Telch, Shermis, 

and Lucas (1989) argued that anxiety sensitivity is multidimensional. 

Different dimensions correspond to different types of symptoms (e-g., 

fear of cardiopulmonary sensations, fear of gastrointestinal sensations, 

etc.). 

To further address this question, Taylor (1995) reviewed a number 

of factor analysis studies ( e - g . ,  Hoffart, Friis, & Martinsen, 1992; 

Taylor, Koch, XcPIdIy,  Er Crockett, 1992) . He concluded that anxiety 
sensitivity may be multifactorial at the level of first-order factors. 

These dimensions correspond to three feared consequences of anxiety; 

somatic harm, psychological harm, and social harm. Taylor further 



suggested that these first-order factors may then load on a single 

second-order factor. 

Anxiety sensitivity has been suggested as a possible predisposing 

factor for a number of anxiety disorders (Reiss, et al., 1986). 

Research in this area has found that anxiety sensitivity is an important 

factor in distinguishing panic disorder from other anxiety disorders 

(McNally, 1990; Reiss, 1987, 1991). Stewart, Knize, and Pihl (1991) 

failed to find differences in anxiety sensitivity in a cc~llege sample of 

subjects suffering from panic attacks but did find that a clinical 

sample of agoraphobic patients scored higher on both anxiety sensitivity 

and dependency. Likewise, McNally and Lorenz (1987) found that anxiety 

sensitivity scores declined with successful cognitive-behavioural 

treatment of agoraphobia. 

There are indications that socially anxious individuals may be 

particularly sensitive to the overt signs of their anxiety. Leary 

(1983b) notes that, for some individuals, the anxiety that results from 

concerns with appearing nervous exceeds the anxiety that arises from 

their initial social concerns. He goes on to suggest that concern over 

one's ability to control the observable symptoms of anxiety can, in 

itself, heighten both anxiety and physiological responses. 

Beidel, Turner, and Dancu (1985) found that subjects scoring high 

on social anxiety rated themselves as more anxious during laboratory 

social interactions than did subjects scoring low on social anxiety, 

despite the fact that both groups showed similar increases in 

physiological arousal. The authors suggest that the higher rating by 

the high social anxiety group may be indicative of their heightened 

sensitivity to .xo=sal. Altemati'v'e?.y, it rey be t h e  the low social 

anxiety group minimizes the importance of these reactions- Stewart, 

Knize, and Pihl (1991) suggest that individuals who experience anxiety 

sensitivity also tend to lack self-confidence in social situations. 

The present study proposes that individuals high in both social 
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anxie2qr and Whavioural inhibition and avoidance may be particularly 

sensitive to their somatic reactions to anxiety in comparison to 

individuals who are high in one construct but not the other. They 

exhibit greater inhibition in social situations because they are unable 

co cover up or mask their anxiety and are concerned that the imprasslon 

they make on others will suffer. Individuals who are high in only one 

construct may be less reluctant to enter social situations and less 

likely to act inhibited in those situations because they believe their 

anxiety will be less noticed by other individuals. By examining social 

anxiety and beha~ioural inhibition and avoidance, both together and 

separately, a greater understanding may be gained of how both constructs 

relate to anxiety sensitivity. 

f-stor Feelinas 

En 1978, Clance and h s  identified a group of individuals who 

present a competent self to others in public but harbour strong feelings 

of sslf-doubt in private- %e term 'impostor phenomenonw was coined and 

was applied to describe successful and high-achieving women who believe 

that they are less competent than they appear. Despite their outward 

srr=csss, they retain a belief that they have somehow managed to fool 

ctther people. Although this phenomenon was originally applied to 

academically accomplished wanen, it has since been expanded to include 

both men and women in academic, professional, as well as social settings 

f Harvey, 1982 1 . 
Har~ey and Ptatz 61984) defined the impostor phenomenon as a 

psycblagicaf syndrcms or partern based on 'intense, secret feelings of 

fraudufence in the face sf success and achievementw (p. 21. In addition 

to feelings of frauchlence, affected individua18 fear that- each ~ e w  

success may r e w e d  tfttctan as impostors- fFarvey and Katz argue that as 

many as "70% sf all people who are successful in the wor3qplace have 

experienced feelings of being impostors at some point in their careers, 

Hzmwey and Katz (19849 contend that the notion of impostor 



phenomenon can be generalized outside of the workplace or school 

environment (where it has traditionally been studied) to people's 

personal lives as well. Most people adopt a number of different roles 

in their day-to-day lives (e-g., parent, friend, sibling) and most 

people exper ence no difficulties in assuming these different roles. 

Problems arise, however, when an individual begins to doubt the 

sincerity with which he or she is playing a personal role. Achieved 

successes may be attributed to putting on a good front, and affected 

indiwiduais believe that they are acting in a way that contradicts who 

they are "on the inside', 

The notion of an impostor phenomenon is tied closely to the notion 

of private self and public self discussed earlier. Over the years a 

number of authors have investigated the notion of a private self and 

public self and the discrepancies that may exist between them. In 1941, 

Prom described a group of people whom he believed were peculiar to 

North American culture {a group he described as exhibiting a "marketing 

personality"). These individuals, because of career choices that 

necessitated frequent relocations, become skilled at making initial good 

impressions upon others. However, the resulting relationships are 

short-lived and remain shallow. As a result, these people are unable to 

relate iiieaninghlly to other people and experience great difficulty in 

achieving a real and concrete sense of themselves. 

Writing from a psychodynamic view, Winnicott (1965) proposed that 

all people possess a notion of both a true self as well as a false self. 

Winnicott links these two selves to Freud's notion that the self can be 

divided into that which is central and is powered by instincts and that 

which is turned outward and is related to the world. According to 

Winnicott, any anxiety or fear that a person may experience over having 

his or her true self discovered can be accounted for by accompanying 

feelings that there is something shameful about that self (i.e., it is 

weak or incompetent in some way). The false self serves to protect the 



true self by presenting an image to others that is mare likely to be 

accepted - 
Harvey and Katz (1984) note that social situations can activate 

impostor feelings. In situations where one believes one is playing a 

part in public that does not accurately reflect who one is on the 

inside, impostor feelings can arise. In fact, the authors suggest it 

may be that the most typical way in which people feel like social 

impostors is when they are uneasy in social encounters and attempt to 

conceal their discomfort through attempts at appearing at ease. 

Topping (1983) studied the relationship between impostor feelings 

and anxiety and found that the two are strongly related. In addition, 

this anxiety generally intensifies when an event is approaching that has 

been interpreted as having the potential of exposing the person as a 

fraud. Harvey and Katz (1984) draw a parallel between the notion of 

impostor phenomenon and a similar notion proposed by Zimbardo (1977) 

that socially anxious people are often overconcerned with whether or not 

their actions reflect their real selves. Likewise, Clance (1985) states 

that many individuals suffering from impostor feelings also report being 

shy and anxious. 

With relation to social anxiety, the present study suggests that 

individuals high in social anxiety but low in behavioural inhibition and 

avoidance may be particularly susceptible to impostor feelings. They 

exhibit little or no social avoidance but experience considerable 

anxiety in social situations. Perhaps these individuals have created a 

public face that they display to the world but they remain convinced 

that this face is foreign to them and not a part of who they really are. 

In social situations they feel anxious that they will not be able to 

perform successfully~ Again, by examining social anxiety and 

behavioural inhibition ad avoidance, both together and apart, a greater 

understanding may be gained of how both constructs relate to impostor 

feelings . 



Situational Factors 

As previously stated, a number of dispositional factors likely 

exist that predispose some socially anxious individuals towards 

behavioural inhibition and avoidance in social situations. In addition, 

there are various situational factors that give rise to, exacerbate or, 

alternatively, reduce this tendency. 

Buss (1980) suggests that situations that provoke social anxiety 

involve (a) novelty, (b) the presence of others, and (c) certain actions 

of others ( e - g . ,  excessive attention). Other elements in the situation 

that have been proposed as increasing social anxiety are: formality, 

subordinate status, conspicuousness, unfamiliarity, dissimilarity, and 

degree of attention from others (Buss, 1980; Russell, Cutrona, & Jones, 

1986: Zimbardo, 1977). Situations in which one is the centre of 

attention and is among strangers appear to be particularly strong 

predictors of social anxiety (Zimbardo, 1977). 

Of this multitude of factors, one situational variable has been 

chosen for the present study that includes some combination of a number 

of these issues, the perceived expertise of one's social partner. In 

the present study, the hope was to investigate behavioural inhibition 

within the confines of a relatively common social encounter. Selection 

of an appropriate behavioural event involves consideration of a number 

of factors. 

One of the first factors of consideration is the type of 

interaction that is observed. The interaction can either involve an in 

vivo (natural setting) observation or can be artificially created (e-g., 

a. role-play). The practical difficulties with observing subjects in 

their natural environment has meant that many researchers have relied on 

observation of waiting-room behaviours as a means of gathering 

information on natural environment interactions (Glass & Arnkoff, 1989). 

The other alternative, and the one chosen most often by researchers in 

this area, involves the use of role-play interactions. 
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Role-play studies have been criticized for failing to approximate 

naturalistic behaviours (Bellack, Hersen, & Lamparski, 1979). However, 

external validity can be greatly improved by ensuring that the role-play 

is as realistic as possible (Bellack, 1983) and that enough time is 

provided to allow for a "normalu conversational interaction (Glass & 

Arnkoff, 1989). The present study attempted to deal with these concerns 

by providing a semi-structured task to the subject in which he or she 

would discuss and defend a view on a selected topic with a person with 

'high" or "low" expertise, a confederate in the study. 

Perceived Expertise 

Daly and Buss (1984) note that a number of characteristics of 

one's audience can affect the amount of anxiety that is experienced 

within that situation. One important characteristic is the status of 

the audience relative to that of the individual of interest. This issue 

is particularly important within evaluative settings. 

Whenever an individual is involved in a social encounter, other 

people are involved that can perceive and potentially evaluate the 

actions of that individual. When this encounter involves a 

"performance" of some kind, it becomes likely that some evaluation of 

that performance may occur by other individuals partaking in the 

interaction. In such instances, the skill or expertise of the 

interactants will be j~dged. 

For the purposes of the present study, status and perceived 

expertise are considered to be virtually identical concepts. It could 

be argued that status refers to characteristics of the individual that 

are particularly valued while perceived expertise refers more to 

attained knowledge or skills, with relatively less evaluative emphasis. 

In other words, a person could know a great deal about a particular 

topic but ( i - e . ,  holds high expertise) would carry little in the way of 

status if knowledge of that topic was not valued by the other person. 

However, because of the way the interaction partner was described in the 
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present study (see "Study 2: procedure) this distinction did not prove 

to be an important one. For present purposes, "perceived expertise" 

will involve the assumptions made by an individual regarding the 

abilities, skills, or knowledge of another person in the encounter with 

regard to the activity or topic at hand. 

There is evidence that people tend to feel anxious when they are 

interacting with people they believe are highly competent or highly 

skilled (Jones & Russell, 1982; Zimbardo, 1977). A number of 

possibilities have been suggested to account for this observation. One 

involves a higher motivation to make a favourable impression on people 

that are held in high esteem. A second possibility involves less 

certainty that one can make a favourable impression on audiences that 

are held in high regard (Leary, 1983b). 

Schlenker and Leary (1982) draw a distinction between what they 
r 

refer to as "noncontingent* social encounters and "contingent" social 

encounters. In noncontingent social encounters, behaviour is affected 

relatively little by the responses of other people and is guided, for 

the most part, by preplanned behaviours. The most common example of a 

noncontingent encounter would be a prepared speech where the encounter 

is scripted and there exists little necessity or opportunity for an 

individual to react to the audience. Leary (1983b) suggests that people 

who feel anxious in noncontingent social encounters are experiencing 

"audience anxietyn. 

Contingent social encounters, on the other hand, involve responses 

that rely to a greater extent upon the responses of other participants 

in the social encounter. The best example of a contingent encounter 

would be a normal conversation where the interactants must monitor each 

ather and fit their own responses to that which has immediately preceded 

(Schlenker 

anxious in 

anxiety'. 

& Leary, 1982). Lea- (1983b) suggests that people who feel 

contingent social encounters are experiencing "interaction 

Support for this distinction can be found in research 
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findings that indicate that individuals suffering from speech anxiety do 

not necessarily report social anxiety but individuals whose main 

complaint involves social anxiety generally do also report speech 

anxiety (Leary, 1983a). 

Research in the area of perceived expertise has, to date, focused 

mainly on noncontingent encounters (e-g., public speaking or singing). 

Brown and Garland (1971) found that people sang in front of an audience 

for a shorter period of time when they believed their audience consisted 

of good, as opposed to poor, singers. This effect was found despite a 

cash incentive to sing for a long period of time. Likewise, Knight and 

Borden (1978) reported that people experienced greater anxiety when they 

sang before an audience with high, rather than low, musical ability. 

It appears that few studies have been conducted that examine how 

people respond to perceived expertise in contingent social encounters. 

For the present study, a number of specific constructs that relate to 

behavioural inhibition and avoidance were examined in order to gain as 

complete an understanding of the behavioural reactions to the perceived 

expertise of one's interaction partner as possible. These included a 

single physiological measure (heart rate), a number of behavioural 

measures (time talking, eye contact, and protective self-presentation 

behaviours) as well as self-reported self-presentation style. 

The Experience of Shvness 

As just stated, the present study obtained measures of 

physiological arousal, overt behaviour, and self-report during and after 

an interpersonal encounter. It should be noted that, if measures of 

arousal, behaviour, and self-report are all measuring the same thing (in 

this case, anxiety) then one would expect these different measurement 

channels would be highly interrelated. Interestingly, however, research 

studies have shown that responses on these three systems are often only 

loosely correlated. Rachman and Hodgson (1974) noted that fear and 

avoidance can CO-vary, vary inversely, or can vary independently. The 



terms "synchronyu and "desynchrony" have been applied to describe the 

relative absence or presence of discrepancies amongst these systems of 

measurement. Hodgson and Rachman (1974) argued that synchrony between 

response systems is generally increased during strong emotional arousal 

and during. lower levels of demand. 

Within the domain of social phobia, Ost, Jerremalm, and Johansson 

(1981) videotaped phobic patients during a social interaction task. 

Based on their reactions to the test situation, patients were classified 

as behavioural or physiological reactors. Patients then received either 

behavioural (social skills training) or physiological (applied 

relaxation) treatment. Results supported the notion that greater 

effects are achieved when treatment type is matched to patient response 

patterns. In other words, patients showing behavioural deficits during 

the test situation benefited more from social skills training and 

patients showing physiological difficulties during the test situation 

benefited more from applied relaxation treatment. 

While the degree of concordance amongst the systems of measurement 

was not a specific focus of the present study, knowledge of these issues 

does appear to have particular relevance in the realm of psychological 

treatment planning. 

Phvsioloaical Factors 

Leary (1983b) notes that anxiety is, by definition, always 

accompanied by some degree of arousal of the sympathetic nervous system. 

This arousal may reveal itself by changes (generally, increases) in 

specific physiological symptoms (e-g., blood pressure, perspiration, 

blushing, diffimlty breathing, muscle tension, and dizziness). It has 

been well-established that socially anxious individuals are more 

physiologically aroused, generally, than are non-socially anxious 

individuals (Brodt & Zimbardo, 1981; Twentyman & McFall, 1975). 

While some individuals are able to conceal their anxiety by 

successfully performing %on-anxious' behaviours, it is much more 
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difficult to counteract or obscure physiological reactions. Taylor and 

Arnow (1988) note that most social phobics avoid anxiety-provoking 

situations but others continue to enter such situations with no 

remittance in their symptoms. For this reason, it is important to find 

a physiological indicator of anxiety that will reveal itself, 

independent of outward appearances. 

In a comprehensive study of agoraphobic and socially phobic 

subjects, Amies, Gelder, and Shaw (1983) found considerable overlap in 

the reported symptoms between the two groups, Differences were also 

reported, however, with the socially phobic group reporting a 

significantly higher incidence of blushing and twitching of muscles. 

Agoraphobic subjects, on the other hand, reported a significantly higher 

incidence of limb weakness, breathing problems, dizziness, and ringing 

in the ears. Taylor and Arnow (1988) interpreted these results as 

suggesting that social phobics report a higher incidence of symptoms 

that are visible to other people. 

Research in this area has made use of a wide range of devices to 

gain a measure of the physiological indicators of anxiety. These have 

included, amongst others, measures of: heart rate, blood pressure, 

galvanic skin response, respiration rate, and dizziness. The present 

study focused on heart rate as a measure of physiological (sympathetic) 

arousal. 

Heart Rate. Studies of heart rate have found that socially 

anxious subjects display greater heart rate increases than do non- 

socially anxious subjects during opposite-sex interactions (e.g., 

Twentyman & McFall, 19751 . Beidel, Turner, and Dancu (1985) examined 
the differences between socially anxious and non-socially anxious 

individuals involved in three separate tasks: a role play with an 

~ppsite-sex coaf&krate, a role play ~ i t h  a same-sex confederate, and 

an impromptu speech. Heart rate and blood pressure were both recorded 

and the socially anxious subjects were found to show greater 



physiological reactivity during the opposite-sex encounter and the 

impromptu speech. 

To date, research addressing the physiological reactivity among 

socially anxious individuals has been limited. By including such a 

measure it becomes possible to attain an indication of anxiety separate 

from behavioural or cognitive factors that may confuse the results. For 

the present study, predictions were made as to how socially anxious 

individuals would differ (in terms of heart rate) from non-socially 

anxious individuals in their reaction to the expertise level of their 

partners. 

Behavioural Factors 

Leary and Schlenker (1981) state that the two most commonly 

reported behaviours associated with social anxiety are reticence (or 

inhibition) and avoidance of certain social situations. Since subjects 

included in any stuC& have clearly not avoided the situation, what 

remains of interest is to assess their reticent or inhibited behaviours. 

The question then arises, out of the vast array of potential behaviours, 

what will be assessed? 

One important issue involves the decision as to whether molar or 

molecular behaviours will be assessed. Research in the area of social 

anxiety has generally relied on global ratings of observable constructs 

such as social skill, anxiety, and assertiveness. However, there is 

evidence that the measurement of various molecular behaviours (e-g., 

hand gestures, squirming, self-manipulation) may allow for greater 

specificity and precision of assessment. 

In a comprehensive study of the behavioural components of 

heterosexual social skills, Conger and Farrell (1981) investigated a 

number of specific behaviours during role-plays and waiting periods 

lasing undergraduate male stadents- Of those bebviours that were 

examined, two have been selected for inclusion in the present study: 

total time talking and amount of eye contact. Conger and Farrell found 
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that these two factors were most predictive of more global ratings of 

anxiety. Total time talking correlated negatively with anxiety ratings 

during the role play and during the waiting period. Amount of eye 

contact also correlated negatively with anxiety ratings both during the 

role play and the waiting period. 

Time talkinq. Zimbardo (1977) argues that the single most 

accepted behavioural indicator of social anxiety involves the amount of 

talking an individual engages in during a social encounter. Numerous 

studies have shown clearly that people who are feeling socially anxious 

initiate fewer conversations, speak less often in conversations once 

started, speak for shorter durations, and are less likely to break 

silences in the coriversation (Arkowitz, Lichtenstein, McGovern, & Hines, 

1975; Borkovec, Fleischmann, & Caputo, 1973; Cheek & Buss, 1981; Glasgow 

& Arkowitz, 1975; Pilkonis, 1977a; Watson & Friend, 1969). 

Verbal output has been found to be sensitive to situational 

factors (Brown & Garland, 1971; Knight & Borden, 1978; Leitenberg, 

1990). Situations that generate concerns over potential negative 

evaluations (e-g., the presence of highly skilled, knowledgeable, or 

critical audiences) are particularly likely to reduce the talking 

behaviour of socially anxious individuals (Leary, 1983b). Murray (1971) 

argues that verbal quantity first rises and then falls as situational 

stress increases, indicating a U-curve relationship between anxiety and 

verbal output. It is because of this sensitivity to situational cues 

that the amount of time talking has been included in the present study. 

Eve contact. In North American society, eye contact is generally 

regarded as an important indicator of the desire to affiliate with 

another person. Similarly, a key sign that an individual is feeling 

socially anxious involves a reluctance to engage in eye contact. 

Pilkonis (1977a) found that highly socially anxious males engaged in 

less eye contact than did those low in social anxiety. He found no 

differences in females, Conger and Farrell (1981) found significant 



correlations between eye contact and global ratings of social anxiety. 

Leary (1983b) suggests that reduced eye contact serves at least 

two functions for the socially anxious individual. First, it reduces 

some amount of threatening stimulation by allowing the individual to 

engage in emotional withdrawal. Second, reduced eye contact discourages 

other people from initiating social exchanges, exchanges that may be 

threatening to the individual involved. 

As was the case for talking behaviours, eye contact has also been 

found to be sensitive to situational cues (Cheek & Buss, 1981; 

Leitenberg, 1990; Pilkonis 1977a; Zimbardo, 1977). Modigliani (1971) 

found that situations that produce embarrassment also reduce amount of 

eye contact in female subjects. Again, this sekitivity to situational 

variables makes amount of eye contact an appropriate variable for 

inclusion in the present study. 

Protective self-~resentations. Schlenker and Leary (1982) have 

written extensively about social anxiety from a self-presentation point 

of view. As previously stated, the self-presentation model suggests 

that socially anxious individuals are more likely to adopt a protective 

as opposed to an acquisitive self-presentation style. A protective 

self-presentation style involves attempts to avoid losses in social 

approval and/or avoid gaining social disapproval. A number of 

behavioural methods have been suggested (Leary, 1983b) as means to 

accomplish this goal, two of which were included in the present study: 

innocuous sociability and disclaimers. 

Innocuous sociability involves attempts to garner social approval 

that carry little in the way of social risk. The technique involves 

behaviours that indicate interest in and agreement with what others are 

saying (Leary, 1983b). Specific behaviours include; smiling, nodding 

the head, and verbal utterances such as "uh-huh", 'yes", etc- These 

responses present an image of politeness, friendliness, and 

attentiveness. Although these behaviours are appropriate social skills 
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that most people use from time to time during conversations, they can 

become problematic if taken to an extreme and used as a substitute for, 

rather than an accompaniment to, other more genuinely engaged 

behaviours. 

Hewitt and Stokes (1975) described disclaimers as statements that 

people make prior to performing actions or making statements that might 

be interpreted in a negative light. The desire for the individual 

involved is to avoid or block negative opinions that might be elicited. 

People who are feeling socially- anxious often hedge their opinions with 

such statements as 'I'm not an expert on this but..." or "I could be 

wrong about this.-.'. The hope is that, by softening their positions, 

they can reduce or eliminate potential negative evaluations (Leary, 

1983b) . 

Innocuous sociability and disclaimers have undergone little in the 

way of experimental examination. Some authors have found the constructs 

to be more evident in socially anxious than in non-socially anxious 

individuals (Natale, Entin, & Jaffe, 1979; Pilkonis, 1977a). However, 

the sensitivity of these constructs to situational factors has not been 

evaluated. 

In addition to time talking and eye contact, the present study 

also assessed protective self-presentation behaviours (innocuous 

socidility and disclaimers). For each construct, various predictions 

were made as to how socially anxious individuals would differ (in terms 

of talking, eye contact, and protective self-presentations) from non- 

socially anxious individuals in their reactions to the expertise level 

of their partners- By choosing these three constructs the hope was that 

a reasonably inclusive sample of various 'anxious behaviours' would be 

assessed. 

Self-Presentation Style 

According to Arkin (1981), the vast majority of all interpersonal 

relations involve some degree of social risk, While this risk exists 



across most social encounters, people differ greatly in their reactions 

as well as in their appraisal of the likelihood of achieving favourable 

outcomes. Arkin proposed two concepts to describe how different 

individuals approach social situations: acquisitive and protective self- 

presentation styles. 

Individuals who display an acquisitive self-presentation style 

treat the presentation of the self as a challenge. They approach the 

risks and attempt to present an image that is as favourable as possible. 

In ccmtrast to this group, are ;hose who display a protective se1.5- 

presentation style. For these people, social encounters involve 

unacceptable risk and their approach is to present an impression of the 

self that is merely safe, The motivation is twofold: to protect lgainst 

losses in social approval that has already been attained and to avoid 

gaining social disapproval (Arkin, 1981). 

Arkin, Appelman, and Burger (1980) examined this issue from the 

viewpoint of the mself-serving biasm that states that individuals tend 

to attribute success to internal causes (e-g., skill) and failure to 

external causes f e .g., luck) . Zelen (1987 1 argued that a reversal of 

this self-serving bias may underlie a group of 'performace neuroses'' 

that includes social anxiety. According to this v i e w ,  non-socially 

anxious individuals tend to adopt a 'rewardm orientztion that stresses 

claiming responsibility for success while socially anxious individuals 

tead to adopt a 'cost' orientation that: sees them accepting more 

responsibility for failure. 

Schlenker and lhary (1982) proposed the self-presentation model as 

a possible means of explaining social anxiety. The model suggests that 

people become socially anxious when they are concerned about how they 

are being percsived and evaluated by others. They attempt to control 

poteniial social disapproval by cor~nrunicating as little about themselves 

as possible- The authors contend that non-socially anxious individuals 

tend to adopt an acquisitive self-presentation style. Because their 
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expectation of -wsitive outcome is high, they approach social encounters 

expecting positive results- Socially anxious persons, on the other 

hand, while they also wish to form a favourable impression, harbour 

&uMs about their abxlit.~ to do so successfully. As a result, they 

tend to adapt a protective self-presentation style- 

A number of explanations for these doubts have been suggested. It 

may be that sociafL1.i anxious individuals lack basic knowledge of 

Dehviours that are appropriate in various social contexts. This 

explanation introduces the notion of skiils deficit and suggests that 

ssme individuals are unable to interact with others in a manner likely 

to result in approwal because they do not know how to behave (Schlenker 

" - -- 
L Leary, iraLj - 

.A second explanation suggests that socially anxious individuals 

arc, in fact, awars of the necessary behaviours but, for whatever 

reason, are unable to implement them. In this explanation, the 

individual h a w s  what responses are appropriate but, because of high 

anxiety, low self-confidence, ett., he or she is unable to produce them 

tCurrar., Wallandsr, t Pischstcl, 1980) . 
Self-presentation st-yle, rn addition to being regarded as a 

dispsitional construct, is also sensitive to situational factors. 

Eeharive acquisitive versus p-rotective self-presentation concerns can be 

drastically affected by the day-to-day conditions in which high and low 

social anxiety individuals find themselves. For the present study, 

various predictions were made as to how socially anxious individuals 

*,muld differ fin terms of self-presentation style) from non-socially 

anxious individuals in their reactions to the expertise level of their 

partners rn a dyadic interaction involving contradictory points of view. 

In the foflawing section, the issues introduced in this present 

section are discussed again in terms of how they have been 

aperationalized for inclusion in this study. 



The Present Studies 

Two studies were designed to consider, in turn, relations between 

different facets of self-reported anxiety and the effect of varying 

levels of social anxiety in an experimental manipulation with two levels 

of stress. 

Study 1 

Purpose of Studv 1 

The purpose of Study 1 was to examine a number of variables that 

were predicted to accompany the experience of shyness, as defined in 

terns of social anxiety, behavioural inhibition, and avoidance. By 

doing so the purpose was to test the notion that both social anxiety and 

hhavioural inhibition and avoidance are important factors and need to 

be measured separately in order to gain a more complete understanding of 

social anxiety and shyness. No variables were manipulated in this 

study, thus the design was passive-observational in nature and relied on 

self-report measures of the relevant constructs. 

Statement of Hvpotheses 

The hypotheses for Study 1 were grouped into two sets, with each 

focusing on one of two constructs of interest: anxiety sensitivity and 

impostor feelings. The purpose of testing these hypotheses was twofold, 

the first being to exantine the direction of the correlations involved in 

these relationships, The second purpose was to demonstrate that both 

affective and behaioural factors should be considered when examining 

individuals suffering from shyness. In other words, it is suggested 

that each factor accounts for unique variance and will not be absorbed 

by the other factor. 

Anxiety sensitivity- The first set of hypotheses examined anxiety 

sensitivity as it relates to social anxiety and behavioural inhibition 

and avoidance, and includes all the subjects in the sample. 

Hypothesis 1- Anxiety sensitivity will correlate positively with 

social anxiety, 
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Hypothesis 2. Anxiety sensitivity will correlate positively with 

behavioural inhibition and avoidance. 

. - Hypothesis 3. Anxiety sensitivity will be determined better by 

social anxiety and behavioural inhibition and avoidance 

together than by either alone. 

Impostor feelinus. The second set of hypotheses examined impostor 

feelings as they relate to social anxiety and behavioural inhibition and 

avoidance, and includes all the subjects in the sample. 

Hypothesis 4. Impostor feelings will correlate positively with 

social anxiety. 

Hypothesis 5 .  Impostor feelings will correlate negatively with 

behavioural inhibition and avoidance. 

Hypothesis 6 .  Impostor feelings will be determined better by 

social anxiety and behavioural inhibition and avoidance 

together than by either alone. 

Statistical Analysis 

Two different statistical methods were used to test the hypotheses 

in Study 1, preparatory to classifying subjects for participation in an 

experimental treatment in Study 2. The first involved the calculation 

of a correlation matrix among the variables of interest (Pearson r). 

This analysis made it possible to examine both the direction (i.e., 

positive or negative) and the strength (i-e., magnitude) of the 

associations amongst the variables. Hypotheses 1, 2, 4, and 5 were 

tested through this procedure. 

The second statistical method involved the ca.lculation of a number 

of multiple regression equations. This analysis made it possible to 

assess the relative contributions of social anxiety and behavioural 

i~ibition and avoidance in accounting for the variance of both anxiety 

sensitivity and impostor feelings. Hypotheses 3 and 6 were tested 

through this procedure. 

Once all 6 hypotheses were tested it became possible to gain a 



clearer understanding of exactly how social anxiety and behavioural 

inhibition and avoidance work, either in conjunction or separately, in 

the experiences of anxiety sensitivity and impostor feelings. By 

identifying which multiple regression equation accounts for the greatest 

amount of variance, it became possible to identify what factors, and to 

what degree, are important to consider in an experimental treatment 

applying two levels of social stress to subjects identified in terms of 

their level of social anxiety. 

Method 

Subiects. Two hundred and fifty-one undergraduate students 

registered at Simon Fraser University participated in Study 1. The 

majority of these subjects participated in return for course credit 

while a portion were recruited directly out of tutorials and no course 

credit was provided. 

Procedure. Study 1 involved asking the subjects to complete a 

number of self-report inventories. The Interaction Anxiousness Scale 

(IAS, Leary, 1983a) was administered to all subjects to provide an 

indication of the degree to which the subjects feel anxious in social 

situations. The entire Cheek and Buss (1981) Shyness Scale was 

administered, although only the five items concerning behavioural 

inhibition were scored, as was the Avoidance subscale of the Social 

Avoidance and Distress Scale (Watson & Friend, 1969). Based on the 

scores attained on these latter two measures, values were attained that 

indicated the degree to which the subjects tended to be inhibited and 

avoidant in social situations. 

Two other measures were also administered with the intention of 

identifying possible dispositional factors that were predicted to 

correlate either positively or negatively with social anxiety and/or 

be'navioural inhibition and avoidance. These measures included the 

Anxiety Sensitivity Index (Reiss, et al., 1986), and the Harvey Impostor 

Phenomenon Inventory (Harvey, 19 82 ) - 



Studv 2 

Purpose of the Study 

The second aim of this project was to examine how subjects of 

differing levels of social anxiety would react to an experimental 

manipulation in which two levels of a stressor were used. The purpose 

of Study 2 was to introduce a specific situational variable (perceived 

expertise of one's interaction partner) that might cause individuals who 

feel anxious in social situations to interact/perform in an inhibited 

manner. Subjects were asked to discuss and defend an opinion under one 

of two conditions and a number of behaviours associated with behavioural 

inhibition and avoidance were measured. The aim was to determine 

whether the manipulation would affect subjects high in social anxiety 

differently than it would subjects low in social anxiety. A number of 

outcome variables were assessed. The design of this portion of the 

study was experimental in nature. 

Statement of Hypotheses 

In Study 2, three further sets of hypotheses were tested. These 

hypotheses were based on subject response to the manipulated variable 

(perceived expertise), and examined: a) heart rate response before and 

during the interaction, b) overt behavioural reactions, and c) self- 

presentation style. 

Heart rate. The first set of hypotheses in Study 2 were concerned 

with the physiological reaction (heart rate) of subjects before and 

during the interaction. 

Hypothesis 7 -  Subjects high in social anxiety who are exposed to 

an interaction with a high expertise partner will exhibit 

greater elevations in their heart rates (heart rate will 

increase more from their baseline) than will those exposed 

to interaction with a low expertise partner, whereas 

subjects low in social anxiety will not differ in their 

heart rate elevations, regardless of whether they are 



exposed to an interaction with a high expertise or low 

expertise partner. 

Hypothesis 8. Subjects high in social anxiety who are exposed to 

an interaction with a high expertise partner will habituate 

less (heart rate will decrease less over the interaction 

period) than will those exposed to an interaction with a low 

expertise partner, whereas subjects who are low in social 

anxiety will not differ in the degree they habituate, 

regardless of whether they are exposed to an interaction 

with a high expertise or low expertise partner. 

Behavioural reactions. The second set of hypotheses were tested 

using ratings of actual behavioural responses in terms of amount of time 

talking, amount of direct eye contact, and use of protective self- 

presentations (i-e., innocuous sociability and disclaimers) during the 

social encounter. 

Hypothesis 9. Subjects high in social anxiety who are exposed to 

an interaction with a high expertise partner will talk for a 

lesser amount of time than will those exposed to an 

interaction with a low expertise partner, whereas subjects 

low in social anxiety will not differ in the amount of time 

they talk, regardless of whether they are exposed to an 

interaction with a high expertise or low expertise partner. 

Hypothesis 10. Subjects high in social anxiety who are exposed to 

an interaction with a high expertise partner will engage in 

a lesser amount of direct eye contact with their partners 

.than will those exposed to an interaction with a low 

expertise partner, whereas subjects low in social anxiety 

will not differ in the amount of direct eye contact, 

regardless of whether they are exposed to an interaction 

with 

Hypothesis 

a high expertise or low expertise partner. 

11. Subjects high in social anxiety who are exposed to 
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an interaction with a high expertise partner will engage in 

more innocuous sociability than will those exposed to an 

interaction with a low expertise partner, whereas subjects 

low in social anxiety will not differ in the amount of 

innocuous sociability they engage in, regardless of whether 

they are exposed to an interaction with a high expertise or 

low expertise partner. 

Hypothesis 12. Subjects high in social anxiety who are exposed to 

an interaction with a high expertise partner will make more 

disclaimer statements than will those exposed to an 

interaction with a low expertise partner, whereas subjects 

low in social anxiety will not differ the amount of 

disclaimer statements they make, regardless of whether they 

are e-qosed to an interaction with a high expertise or low 

expertise partner. 

Self-s resent at ion stvle. The third set of hypotheses were based 

on self-reported recall of self-presentation style during the 

interaction, comparing acquisitive and protective styles. 

Hypothesis 13. Subjects high in social anxiety who are exposed to 

an interaction with a high expertise partner will report 

less acquisitive self-presentations than will those exposed 

to an interaction with a low expertise partner, whereas 

subjects low in social anxiety will not differ in the 

acquisitive self-presentations they report, regardless of 

whether they are exposed to an interaction with a high 

expertise or low expertise partner. 

Hypothesis 14. Subjects high in social anxiety who are exposed to 

an interaction with a high expertise partner will report 

more protective self-presentations than will those exposed 

to an interaction with a low expertise partner, whereas 

subjects low in social anxiety will not differ in the 
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protective self-presentations they report, regardless of 

whether they are exposed to an interaction with a high 

expertise or low expertise partner. 

Statistical Analvsis 

The design for Study 2 involved a 2 (High vs. Low Social Anxiety) 

x 2 (High vs. Low Expertise) factorial design, thus two-way analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) was used for aaalyzing the data. However, because the 

hypotheses are stated in a manner that focuses on interaction effects, 

significant interactions were further investigated by calculating one- 

way ANOVAs. By doing so, the two social anxiety groups could be 

separated from one another and how each group (High and Low Social 

Anxiety) reacted to the experimental manipulation (High and Low 

Expertise) could be examined along a number of dimensions. 

The specific dimensions investigated included: a) heart rate 

response during the interaction, b) observable behavioural reactions, 

and c) self-presentation style. The responses of High Social Anxiety 

subjects exposed to an interaction with a High Expertise partner were 

compared to those exposed to an interaction with a Low Expertise 

partner. Responses of Low Social Anxiety subjects exposed to an 

interaction with a High Expertise partner were then compared to those 

exposed to an interaction with a Low Expertise partner, resulting in 

four separate cells of subjects. 

Each cell contained 20 subjects. This number was chosen because 

the nuniber is consistent with previous studies that have investigated 

individual differences within interaction dyads. A survey of recently 

publications reveals that, while March and Peterson (1993) used 30 

subjects per cell, most researchers have used far fewer. Jones (1992), 

for exunple, used two groups of only nine subjects each. Other cell 

sizes in recent studies have included; 21 subjects (McCloskey & Coleman, 

19921, 12 subjects (Nohara, 19921, and 10 subjects (Hendrick & Strange, 

1991). Cell sizes of 20 subjects were chosen for the present study, 
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based on previous research, because this number appeared to offer 

sufficient power (i-e,, ability to identify differences between groups 

that truly exist) to test the predictions. 

Method 

Subjects. Eighty-four undergraduate students registered at Simon 

Fraser University participated in Study 2. These subjects were drawn 

from the pool of subjects who participated in Study 1. A number 

participated in return for additional course credit while those who were 

recruited directly out of tutorials were not provided with course 

credit. 

Procedure. For Study 2, subjects were divided according to their 

social anxiety (IAS) scores; High Social Anxiety subjects were defined 

as those occupying the top one-third of the sample and Low Social 

Anxiety subjects were defined as those occupying the bottom one-third of 

the sample. Once social anxiety scores had been calculated, potential 

subjects were contacted by telephone in order to recruit their 

participation in Study 2 .  

Subjects were run on an individual basis and a video camera 

recorded the portion of the procedure during which the interaction task 

took place. Subjects were fitted with a sports-type device to monitor 

their heart rate. They wore the heart-monitoring device throughout the 

procedure with the hope that, by the time the procedure reached the 

point where actual measures were recorded, the subjects would have had a 

chance to accommodate to the device. The entire procedure took 

approximately 30 minutes to complete. 

Once they arrived, subjects were randomly assigned (through a coin 

toss) to either Condition A or Condition B (see below). All subjects 

were given a choice between two topics that were being currently 

reprted on in the d f a .  Tho specific topics were: @free tradem and 

'logging'. These topics were selected with the expectation that every 

subject would almost certainly have an opinion on at least one of the 



topics. In addition, the topics were designed so as to not be so 

contr~versial that some subjects might become upset, offended, or 

personally threatened by their being asked to present an opinion on that 

topic. 

The subjects were asked to write a short essay that described 

their opinions regarding the topic that they had chosen. They were 

given three minutes to complete this task and essays were gathered up at 

the expiration of that time. After the essays had been completed a 

short rest of three minutes followed during which a baseline of the 

subject's heart rate was recorded. After the break, the second portion 

of the study was explained to the subject. 

Those assigned to Condition A were told that they would be 

discussing their topic with an undergraduate student for a short period 

of time (five minutes). The instructions stressed that the other person 

had relatively little knowledge on the selected topic. Those assigned 

to Condition B were told that they would be discussing their topic with 

a Research Assistant who had been prepared beforehand and who had 

considerable expertise on that particular topic. The instructions 

stressed that the Assistant had h e n  prepared so that she could discuss 

the topic with a high degree of expertise and knowledge. As a result of 

these instructions, those subjects assigned to Condition A expected to 

interact with a Low Expertise partner while those assigned to Condition 

B expected to interact with a High Ekpertise partner. 

All subjects then underwent one of the two interaction conditions. 

As stated above, those assigned to Condition A discussed their topic 

with an 'unprepared fellow student' while those assigned to Condition B 

discussed the topic with a 'Research Assistant' who had received 

considerable prior information and coaching in the area. The 

interaction partner in each encounter was a confederate who was 

appropriately prepared for the discussion. Two female undergraduate 

students acted as research Assistants and each was trained so that she 
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could adopt either role (high expertise or low expertise). For every 

social interaction, the confederate took a position that was opposite to 

that stated by the subject, regardless of the type of subject or the 

experimental condition. 

Following the interaction, subjects were asked to complete the 

Self-presentation Style Scale (Meleshko & Alden, 1993) and the Self- 

Appraisal Survey. Following completion of these two instruments, 

subjects were completely debriefed, were given an opportunity to ask 

questions of the experimenter, and were told where and when they could 

obtain results from the experiment. They were then thanked for their 

participation and were excused. 

Measures 

Social Anxietv 

Interaction Anxiousness Scale. Leary (1983a) developed a 15-item 

self-report inventory called the Interaction Anxiousness Scale (IAS) 

that he argued was a pure measure of social anxiety with all behavioural 

aspects removed. Items consist of statements such as: "I often feel 

nervous even in casual get-togethers", "Parties often make me feel 

anxious and uncomfortable", and "I get nervous when I speak to someone 

in a position of authority". Statements are rated on a Likert-type 

scale ranging from *not at all characteristic" to 'iextremely 

characteristic. 

Leary evaluated the psychometric qualities of this measure by 

subjecting it to a range of reliability and validity checks. Cronbach's 

alpha was calculated on the items, revealing an interitem reliability of 

-90- In addition, test-retest reliability (over an 8 week period) was 

found to be -80. 

Construct validity was established by correlating the IAS with 

nine other measures of social anxiety [e.g., the Fear of Negative 

Evaluation scale (Watson & Friend, 1969) and the Social Anxiety scale 

(Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975)l. Positive correlations were 



uncovered with the expected scales (i-e., those measuring social 

anxiety) and negative correlations were found with the Sociability scale 

(Cheek & Buss, 1981) and the Self-Esteem scale (Rosenberg, 1965). 

Significance levels were better than p < -05 for eight of the nine 

scales and five reached the p < -001 level (Leary, 1983a). 

Leary (1983a) used a criterion groups analysis to establish 

concurrent validity. Three groups of university students were recruited 

who were expected to differ greatly on scores obtained on the IAS: 

speech majors (low anxiety), psychology majors (moderate anxiety), and 

students seeking counselling for interpersonal problems (high anxiety). 

A one-way ANOVA revealed highly significant differences amongst groups 

in the expected directions [F(2, 39) = 15.99, p < .0001]. 

Subsequent studies have examined the IAS and compared obtained 

scores with a number of other related factors. Maddux, Norton, and 

Leary (1988) found high scores on the IAS were negatively correlated 

with self-reported expectancy to be able to perform social behaviours. 

Negative correlations were also found with self-reported expectancy that 

interpersonal behaviours will-produce desired effects. 

More recently, Leary and Kowalski (1993) assessed the reliability 

and validity of the IAS by ex-aining the responses of 1,864 respondents 

between the years 1980 and 1992. Interitem reliability was well 

demonstrated with alpha values consistently exceeding -85. 

Construct validity was established by correlating IAS scores and 

scores on the Social Avoidance and Distress Scale (Watson & Friend, 

19691, the Shyness Scale (Cheek & Buss, 1981), and the Social Anxiety 

subscale of the Self-Consciousness Scale (Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss, 

1975). Correlations reached -71, -88, and .78, respectively. 

Discriminant validity was established by demonstrating that correlations 

between IAS scores and measures of neuroticism and general trait anxiety 

are consistently correlated lower than correlations among measures of 

neuroticism and trait anxiety. In other words, individuals who score 
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high on the I A S  tend to be more generally anxious than those who score 

low, but the IAS appears to measure something other than neuroticism or 

general anxiousness (Leary & Kowalski, 1993). 

Finally, Leary and Kowalski (1993) examined criterion-related 

validity. They found that IAS scores correlated with self-reported 

anxiety of subjects both while waiting for and during an interpersonal 

encounter. Also, I S  scores were positively correlated with judges' 

ratings of subject nervousness and negatively correlated with judges' 

ratings of subject confidence. 

The present study adopted the I A S  as a pure measure of social 

anxiety that removes all behavioural aspects. 

Behavioural Inhibition and Avoidance 

At present, no single self-report instrument of behavioural 

inhibition and avoidance exists in the literature that measures these 

tendencies independent of other, possibly confounding, factors. Leary 

et al. (1986) dealt with this problem by administering selected items 

from the Cheek and Buss f19811 Shyness Scale as well as the Avoidance 

subscale of the Social Avoidance and Distress Scale (Watson & Friend, 

- -  ir69j. By doing this, Leary et al. were able to attain pure measures of 

behavioural inhibition and avoidance with all affective and cognitive 

aspects removed, 

There are a number of reasons why people may avoid social 

situations or behave in an inhibited manner once in them. These include 

disinterest, introversion, lack of assertiveness, or low expectancy for 

social success. The problem with adopting instruments that tap these 

constructs as measures of behavioural inhibition and avoidance is that 

each is assumed to also be a measure of social interest, introversion, 

ete- By adapting stricter measures, hazy et al ,  (1986) were able to 

;-a- the factors tbt =em sot of interest and *a-as directPf 0;; the -3- -- 
tendency to avoid social situations and the tendency to act in an 

inhibited manner once in such situations. 
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Cheek and BIISS SWness Scale. Cheek and Bdss (198ij Shyness 

Scale (CBSS) was originally developed in order to investiga~a the 

relationship between sociability and shyness. There had beeb some 

suggestion up to that time that shyness could be equated with low 

sociability, In other words, shyness and sociability were cclhceived as 

being located at opposite ends of the same continuum. CneeK and Buss 

disputed this contention and created a single measure with subscales 

in order to obtain separate measures of the two constructs (the Shyness 

and the Sociability subscales). Items consist of statements such as: "I 

am socially somewhat awkward', 'I feel inhibited in social situations", 

and 'I have trouble looking someone right in the eye'. Statements are 

rated on a Likert-type scale ranging from 'extremely uncharacteristicn 

to 'extremely characteristic. The authors found that shyness and 

sociability represented different constructs, although they did share 

some common variance, 

A factor analysis was calculated on all 14 items for the two 

relevant factors: shyness and sociability. All of the items loaded 

h v e  - 4 9  03 the appropriate factor (ranging frm - 4 4  to -76). 'Loadings 

on the other factor ranged from - 0 0  to - 3 2 ,  with all but one loading 

below -15. In addition, the two factors correlated negatively (r = - 
,301 with one another, suggesting that shy people tend to be ~nsociable 

a d  nonshy tend to be sociable (Cheek & Buss, 1981). 

Reliability estimates revealed alpha coefficients (interitem 

consistency) of -79 for the Shyness subscale and - 7 0  for the Sociability 

subscafe- Both: values are adequate for short measures. Test-retest 

relliability for the Shyness subscale was calculated over a 9Q-&ly period 

at -74 [Cheek h Buss, 19811 - 
Construct amlidity has been assessed try a amber of diSEerenf-- 

investigators. Johnson (1980, cited in Cheek & Buss, 1981) fawd that 

the Shyness subscale correlated -81 (n = 102) with self-ratiags of 

degree of shyness on a 7-point scale and the Sociability subacale 



correlated -65 f n  = 1021 with self-ratings of 'solitary" versus 

"sociable', also on a '?-point scale- The scales have also been 

demonstrated to correlate significantly with other measures of shyness, 

social anxiety, and fearfulness (Cheek & Buss, 1981; Jones, Briggs, & 

Sraith, 1935). 

In order to measure the tendency to be inhibited in social 

encounters, bary ec dl. (1986) drew five items from the CBSS (items 1, 

2, 7, 8 ,  and 91. The interitem reliability of this subscale was 

calculated at -74.  In their study of attribution styles, Leary et al. 

found that the tendency to attribute one's nervousness in social 

situations to internal factors was strongly related to scores on this 

subscale. Partial correlations (with the variance attributable to 

social anxiety partiaE1& out) between inhibition scores and internal 

attributions for nervousness (personality or ability) were both positive 

tr = - 3 6 ,  p < -001 and r = -36, g < ,001, respectively). In addition, 

the tendency to attribute one's relaxation in social situations to 

internal factors was related ro scores on this subscale. Partial 

correlations between inhibition scares and internal attributions for 

relaxation fpersonality or ability) were both negative (r = -.27, p < 

- 3 G l  and r = - .28 ,  p < ,001, respectively). 

Innes and Tfro;;nas :I9891 examined attributions for social success 

and failure, assessing the self-efficacy expectations of 15 - 17 year 

old high-school students. The authors used the same five items drawn 

from the CBSS to measure behavioural inhibition as did Leary et al. 

t1986f-  They found that self-efficacy formed a strongly significant 

negative correlation with inhibition (r = - .38,  p .001). Correlations 

were also calculated between  six attributional dimensions and 

inhibition. Of these, high inhibition scores were associated with low 

attxifsutions for success to both ability (r = -.32, p < -01) and 

personality (r = --29. p u -01)- In contrast, when examining 

attritzlntions for d a i h r e ,  high inhibition scores were associated with 



high attributions to ability (r = -40, p < .Ox), personality, (r = -34,  

p < .Ox), and strategy Ir = -25, p < -01). 

In addition, Innes and Thomas (1989) used multiple regression 

analysis to identify the predictors of inhibition. Self-efficacy 

attribution for success was the only significant predictor of inhibition 

fF = 14.55, p < ,009). In contrast, three attributions for failure 

proved to be significant predictors of inhibition, attribution to 

ability (F = 16.48, p < ,03), attribution to self-efficacy (F = 11.84, p 

< -021, and attribution to situation (F = 9.31, p < -02). Overall, the 

authors found that inhibition was negatively associated attributions to 

stable, internal factors (ability and personality) for social success, 

while they were positively associated with attribution to such factors 

for social failures. 

The present study used the same five items as did Leary et al. 

(1986) to gain a pure measure of behavioural inhibition with all 

affective and cognitive components removed. To help differentiate this 

shortened 5-item scale from the overall CBSS measure, the acronym CBI 

has been adopted. 

Social Avoidance and Distress Scale. The Social Avoidance and 

Distress Scale (SADS) was developed by Watson and Friend (1969) as a 

general measure both of anxiety in social situations as well as the 

tendency to avoid social encounters. Glass and Arnkoff (1989) note that 

the SADS, along with the Fear of Negative maluation Scale (Watson & 

Friend, 19691, are two of the most frequently employed self-report 

inventories for both clinical and research purposes. Although the 

overall scale is often used in its entirety, Watson and Friend did 

identify both a Distress subscale and an Avoidance subscale of 11 items. 

The distress items assess anxiety or discomfort in social situations and 

the avoidance items assess both active avoidance and the desire to avoid 

others. To attain a low score on the avoidance factor, subjects merely 

lack the motive to avoid others, it is not necessary for them to 



actively wish to affiliate. Items consist of statements such as: "I try 

to avoid situations which force me to be very sociable", "I would avoid 

walking up and joining a large group of people", and "I tend to withdraw 

from people". Responses are shown by dichotomous "true/false" choices. 

Watson and Friend (1969) assessed the homogeneity of the scale as 

a whole, attaining a mean biserial correlation of -77. In addition, KR- 

20 was calculated (a test of homogeneity where the scale uses 

dichotomous items) at -94. Test-retest reliability was calculated over 

a period of four weeks at -68 for one sample (n = 154) and .79 for a 

second sample (n = 2 9 ) .  

Watson and Friend (1969) investigated construct validity and found 

that the overall scale correlated negatively with social affiliation as 

measured by the Affiliation subscale of Jackson's (1966) Personality 

Research Form. In addition, subjects scoring high on the scale reported 

significantly less interest in returning for a social task and more 

interest in working alone than did subjects scoring low on the scale. 

Finally, they reported and less talking during a two-person cognitive 

task. 

Patterson and Strauss (1972) conducted a factor analysis of the 

SADS and confirmed that a two-factor solution was optimal. One factor 

was described as "approach-avoidancen (the Avoidance subscale) and the 

other as "social anxietyn (the Distress subscale). The approach- 

avoidance factor correlated significantly with measures of affiliation 

and extraversion (r averaging -70). Leary, Knight, & Johnson (1987) 

assessed interitem reliability using Cronbach's alpha. Values of -68 

were attained for the full scale, -87 for the Avoidance subscale, and 

-85 for the Distress subscale. 

Leary et al. (1986) wished to measure the desire to avoid social 

encounters. They accomplished this aim by using the Avoidance subscale 

of the SADS. The interitem reliability of this subscale was calculated 

at -80. As was the case for behavioural inhibition, the tendency to 



attribute one's nervousness in social situations to internal factors was 

strongly related to scores on this subscale. Partial correlations 

between avoidance scores and internal attributions for nervousness 

(personality or ability) were both positive (r = .25, p < -001 and r = 

- 2 2 ,  p < -01, respectively). The tendency to attribute one's relaxation 

in social situations to internal factors was also related to scores on 

this subscale. Partial correlations between avoidance scores and 

internal attributions for relaxation (personality or ability) were both 

negative (r = -.14, n - s .  and r = -.23, p < -01, respectively). 

In their study of attribution for social success and failure, 

Innes and Thomas (1989) also used the same Avoidance subscale of the 

SADS to measure behavioural avoidance as did Leary et al. (1986). Self- 

efficacy formed a strong negative correlation with avoidance (r = -.34, 

p 4 -002). As was the case with behavioural inhibition, correlations 

were calculated between six attributional dimensions and avoidance. 

High avoidance scores were associated with low attributions for success 

to ability (r = -.48, p < -01) and personality (r = -.43, p < -01) as 

well as effort (r = -.26, p < -01) and strategy (r = -.26, p < .40). 

When examining attributions for failure, high inhibition scores were 

associated with high attributions to ability (r = -36, p < -01) and 

personality (r = -32, p < -01) . 
In the multiple regression analysis, Innes and Thomas (1989) 

attempted to identify the predictors of avoidance. Self-efficacy 

attribution for success was the only significant predictor of avoidance 

(F = 25-20, p < -001). Two attributions for failure proved to be 

significant predictors of inhibition, attribution to ability (F = 12.58, 

p < -02) and attribution to self-efficacy ( P  = 8-99, p < -04). 

efei-all, as w a s  the case for behavioural inh*ition, the authors found 

that avoidance was negatively associated with attributions to internal 

factors (ability and personality) for social success, while they were 

positively associated with attribution to such factors for social 



failures. 

The present study used the same Avoidance subscale to gain a pure 

measure of social avoidance with all the affective and cognitive 

components removed. To help differentiate this social avoidance 

subscale from the overall SADS measure, the acronym SAS has been 

adopted. 

To summarize, the present study made use of all 15 items from the 

IAS to gain a pure measure of social anxiety. Five items from the CBSS 

provided a measure of behavioural inhibition and all 11 items from the 

Avoidance subscale of the SADS provided a measure of behavioural 

avoidance. In their study of attribution styles of socially anxious 

individuals, Leary et al. (1986) used these same three instruments. As 

stated above, the measures were found to have adequate interitem 

reliabilities. Also, the three scales were found to correlate amongst 

themselves: IAS with SAS ( r  = . 5 2 ) ,  IAS with CBI ( r  = .69), and SAS with 

CBI (r = - 7 0 ) .  

In their analysis of five self-report measures of shyness 

(including the three measures used in the present study) Jones, Briggs 

and Smith (1986) concluded that the measures showed exceptional internal 

consistency in their items as well as excellent test-retest 

correlations. They related well to measures of social behaviour, 

meascres of relational satisfaction, and to peer ratings of shyness. 

Anxietv Sensitivitv 

Anxietv Sensitivitv Index. Reiss, Peterson, Gursky, and McNally 

(1986) developed the Anxiety Sensitivity Index ( A S I )  to assess 

sensitivity to anxiety symptoms. The AS1 is a 16-item self-report scale 

that purports to measure fear of the social consequences of anxiety. 

Items consist of statements such as: 'It is important for me not to 

q p a r  nervms', 'Other people notice =hen I feel shakym, and "Zmusual 

body sensations scare me'. Subjects are asked to rate how 

characteristic each statement is of them on a Likert-type scale ranging 



from "very little" to "very much". 

In a series of studies, Reiss et al. (1986) subjected the AS1 to a 

number of tests to assess the psychometric qualities of the scale. 

Interitem correlations were calculated over two samples and the mean 

statistically significant correlations were found to be - 4 2  for the 

first sample (n = 49) and -35 for the second (n = 98). Test-retest 

reliability was calculated at -75 (average of the two samples) over a 2- 

week period, a figure that is adequate for a short measure. 

Reiss et al. (1986) performed a principal component factor 

analysis on the items. This procedure revealed a single factor 

structure in which 13 of the 16 items loaded at - 4  or greater on that 

factor. 

Reiss et al. (1986) also assessed concurrent validity by 

submitting the scale to a criterion groups analysis. Two separate 

predictions regarding the relevance of the AS1 to psychopathology were 

tested. The prediction that AS1 scores should be higher for agoraphobic 

patients than for patients with other anxiety disorders (based on the 

observation that agoraphobia is particularly associated with fear of 

fear) was supported [FCZ, 109) = 25.4, p < .001]. The prediction that 

AS1 scores should be higher for patients with anxiety disorders than for 

university students (based on the assumption that anxiety sensitivity 

can predispose individuals towards anxiety disorders) was also supported 

Construct validity was established by correlating the AS1 with a 

number of other scales predicted to correlate positiveiy with the ASI. 

Significant positive correlations were found with all three of the 

scales [the Fear Survey Schedule (Geer, 1965), the Taylor Manifest 

Anxiety Scale (Taylor, 1953). and the Anxiety Frequency Checklist (Reiss 

anxiety sensitivity and not just an anxiety scale was tested by 

examining two specific correlations. The correlations between anxiety 



sensitivity and fearfulness was found to be considerably larger than 

those between anxiety frequency and fearfulness, a finding that was 

interpreted as supporting the distinction between anxiety sensitivity 

and anxiety (Reiss et al., 1986) . 
Taylor, Koch, and Crockett (1991) were able to replicate the 

results of the original investigation by Reiss et al. (1986) in finding 

that the AS1 can be best considered as unifactorial in nature. However, 

while Reiss et al. concluded that the scale assessed fear of the social 

consequences of anxiety, Taylor, Koch, and Crockett found that the key 

dimension (the single factor) could be best described as the "fear of 

bodily sensations'. Because of this specificity the authors argued that 

the AS1 is particularly suited for differentiating panic disordered 

patients from patients suffering from other anxiety disorders. 

Maller and Reiss (1987) found that, relative to subjects with low 

AS1 scores, those with high scores reacted with more anxiety to anxiety- 

relevant questions than anxiety-irrelevant questions. Maller and Reiss 

(1992) tested 151 college students for anxiety sensitivity, panic 

attacks, state-trait anxiety, and anxiety disorder history at two 

different points in time, once in 1984 and, again, in 1987. Test-retest 

reliability of AS1 scores over the three year period was .71. Also, AS1 

scores in 1984 predicted both the frequency and intensity of panic 

attacks in 1987. Finally, subjects with high AS1 scores in 1984 were 

five times more likely to have an anxiety disorder during the period of 

1984 to 1987 than were subjects with low AS1 scores. The authors argued 

that anxiety sensitivity is stable over time and should be considered a 

personality variable. 

The present study adopted the AS1 as a measure of sensitivity to 

anxiety symptoms. 

Impostor Feelinas 

Harvev -stor Phenomenon Inventorv. Harvey (1982) developed a 

14-item self-report inventory to assess the impostor phenomenon 



construct. This scale, called the Harvey Impostor Phenomenon Inventory 

(HIPI) contains statements that the subject is asked to rate on a 

Likert-type scale ranging from "not at all true" to 'very true". Items 

consist of statements such as: "In general, people tend to believe that 

I am more competent than I really ame, "My personality or charm often 

makes a strong impression on people in authority", and "My public and 

private self are the same person". 

The resulting score gives a measure of the degree to which 

individuals feel like "fakes' or "phoniese in their day-to-day fives. 

These feelings involve a general pathological belief system and is not 

restricted to high functioning individuals. Langford and Clance (1993) 

note that the item assess five separate issues: fear of failure, 

attribution of success to external factors (e.g., luck or charm), the 

desire to stand out, the feeling of having given others a false 

impression, and the discounting of positive feedback. 

In her original creation and evaluation of the instrument, Harvey 

(1982) found the HIP1 to have substantial reliability, with standardized 

interitem alpha calculated at -85 (n = 72). Topping and Kimmel (1985) 

calculated Cronbach's alpha values of .73 for men and -76 for women (-75 

overall) . 
Evidence was also found for convergent and discriminant validity. 

using a known groups procedure, Harvey (1982) found that HIP1 scores 

were higher amongst high achieving honours students than among more 

typical students. In addition, using an extreme groups procedure, 

Harvey found that honours students in the high H I P I  category attributed 

more of their scholastic success to their interpersonal skills and 

assets than did those in the low HIP1 category. 

Harvey (1982) calculated correlations between HIP1 scores and a 

number of other constructs. High EKEPI scores correlated with high self- 

monitoring and with Iaw self-esteem. Topping and Kinanel  (1985') found 

that HIPI scores correlated negatively with internal attributions for 



success (i-e., ability) but the tendency only achieved statistical 

significance with the male subjects Itau(36) = -26, p < -051 . 
Replicating Harvey's findings, Topping and Kimrnel also found HIP1 scores 

to be related to self-monitoring [tau(82) = -18, p < -051 and self- 

esteem [tau(88) = -.41, p < .001] as well as trait anxiety Itau(259) = 

.42, p < -0011. Situational factors were also examined and Harvey 

(1982) found that first year graduate students who found themselves in 

unfamiliar roles scored higher on the inventory than did more 

experienced students. Similarly, Topping and K h e l  11985) found that 

HIP1 scores decreased as faculty rank increased [ F ( 2 ,  125) = 3.20, p < 

-05 and F ( 2 ,  154) = 3.21, p < -05 for men and women, respectively]. 

The present study adopted the HIP1 as a measure of subjective 

feelings of being an impostor. 

Phvsiolosical Measures 

Heart Rate. In the present study, subjects were fitted with heart 

monitoring devices as soon as they completed the short essays that made 

up the first task of Study 2 .  Although no values were recorded until 

later in the procedure, by attaching the monitoring devices at an early 

stage in the procedure, it was expected that any anxiety resulting from 

merely wearing the devices would be minimized by the time that 

meaningful heart rates wsre recorded. The exact measure of 'heart raten 

involved a number of separate measures. 

The heart-monitoring device that was adopted for the present study 

is capable of recording an ongoing, beat-by-beat reading of heart rate. 

In other words, the time period between beats is noted and extrapolated 

to produce a beats per minute value for that single point in time- 

Ftmile this single value is extremely accurate, it was judged to be too 

sensitive for the requirements of the present study where a more general 

value was needed. To overcome the potential problem of undue 

sensitivity. for each point in time where a heart rate value was 

rquired, an average value was calculated over a 10-second period that 



spanned that point in time- In other words, the individual heart rate 

values were added together and averaged for the four seconds prior to 

the-time point, the time point itself, and the five seconds following 

the time point. This averaged score reduced the possibility that any 

value might have been unduly affected by a single aberrant heart rate. 

The first measures of re1evan.t: heart rates were noted at three 

time periods during the three minute rest: period prior to receiving 

instructions regarding the social interaction. The first measure was 

noted at the 15 second mark, the second at the one minute and 15 second 

mark, the third at the two minute and 15 second mark. The last of these 

measures was used as a measure of baseline heart rate. By waiting for 

a h s t  three minutes to elapse, it Mas expected that the subject would 

have had sufficient time to relax and get used to the equipment. The 

calculated baseline value involved noting the values for the ten 

readings that spanned the last measure (2 minutes, 15 seconds). The 

resulting average was accepted as the baseline heart rate value for that 

sub j ect . 
The next measure did not occur until the experimental manipulation 

had begun. A set of heart rates was noted at five different periods 

during the social interaction task in i;he same manner as recorded during 

the baseline period (2-e-, the first; measure at the 15 second mark, the 

second at the one minute and 15 second mark, the third, fourth, and 

fifth at 15 seconds follawing minutes cwo, three, and four). As was the 

case during the baseline period, an average was calculated over a 10 

second period and that averaged value represented the heart rate for the 

relevant time mark. Five values resulted (i.e., 0 minutes, 15 seconds; 

1 minute, 15 seconds; 2 minutes, 15 seconds; 3 minutes, 15 seconds; 4 

minutes, 15 seconds) , 

Examination of these heart rate values made it possible to gain an 

idea of the progress of heart rate c b g e  during both the baseline and 

interaction periods. 3ko values were of par%icular interest in testing 
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two of the hypotheses. The first involved the increase in heart rate 

from the end of the baseline period to the start of the interaction 

period. Specifically, change scores were calculated by subtracting the 

value recorded at the 0 minute, 15 second mark of the interaction period 

from the value recorded at the 2 minute, 15 second mark of the baseline 

period. The resulting values were compared across subjects and were 

used to test Hypothesis 7. The second involved the extent of 

habituation from the start of the interaction period to the end of the 

interaction period. Specifically, change scores were again calculated 

by subtracting the value recorded at the 0 minute, 15 second mark from 

the value recorded at the 4 minute, 15 second mark. The resulting 

values were used to test Hypothesis 8. 

Behavioural Measures 

Time talkinq. In the present study, videotapes of the five-minute 

social interaction that took place between the subject and a research 

confederate were viewed and scored. The exact measure of "time talking" 

was obtained by summing the total amount'of time that the subject spent 

talking during the interaction. A stop watch was used to obtain this 

value. All verbal utterances were included although very short 

responses (e-g., a single word) clearly contributed very little to the 

final total. 

Eve contact. In the present study, the videotapes of the social 

interaction between the subject and the research confederate were 

viewed. The exact measure of 'eye contact" was obtained by summing the 

total time that subjects directed their gaze towards their partner 

during the interaction. Again, a stop watch was used. Any eye contact 

that the subject engaged in with his or her partner was included in the 

total score although, as was the case with total time talking, brief 

glances contrihted little to the final total. 

Protective self-presentations- As defined for the purposes of the 

present study, protective self-presentations involve both innocuous 
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sociability behaviours and disclaimers. Innocuous sociability involves 

various behavioural and verbal responses that indicate politeness and 

friendliness and include such specific behaviours as; smiling, head- 

nodding, and various encouraging or accepting verbal utterances (e-g., 

uuh-huh", "yes", "good point"). Disclaimers involve statements made 

prior to performing actions or making statements that might be 

interpreted in a negative light (e-g., "I'm not an expert on the 

field...", "It's only my opinion..."). 

As was the case with the two behavioural indicators of performance 

previously discussed (i.e., time talking and eye contact) the videotapes 

of the social interactions were viewed. The score for innocuous 

sociability was based simply on totalling up the number of behaviours 

and utterances by the subject during the interaction that were judged to 

correspond to the relevant notion of innocuous sociability. A list of 

expected behaviours was constructed beforehand to aid in the scoring 

but, due to the nature of the construct, it was unlikely that an 

exhaustive list could be attained. Any behaviour that was not on the 

list but appeared to fit the concept of innocuous sociability adequately 

was judged separately and was or was not included based on that separate 

appraisal. Subjects who emitted a large number of such behaviours were 

judged to score high on innocuous sociability while subjects who emitted 

a small number were judged to score low. 

The score for disclaimers was based on adding up the number of 

utterances by the subject that were judged to correspond to the relevant 

notion of "disclaimers". Such phrases could either precede or follow 

the particular stated opinion or position. As was the case with scoring 

innocuous sociability, a list of likely phrases was used 

scoring but, again, it was unlikely that a complete list 

constructed. -Any utterance that w a s  not on the list but 

adequately fit the concept was separately judged and was 

to aid in the 

would be 

appeared to 

or was not 

included depending on that appraisal. Subject who made a large number 



of such utterances were be judged to score high on 'disclaimers" while 

subjects who made a small number of these utterances were judged to 

score low. 

The two resulting values provided information that was interesting 

in its own right, and each was separately examined. Separate hypotheses 

were constructed for both of the constructs and, since the ratings are 

not standardized, it was not possible to combine the scores in order to 

gain an overall measure of 'protective self-presentation'. Instead, 

each was examined separately and the self-presentation styles of the 

subjects were inferred from that examination. 

Self-Presentation Stvle 

Despite the fact tbfit the seZf-presentation of social 

anxiety (Schlenker & Leary, 1982) has been in existence for over ten 

years and has enjoyed reasonable acceptance in the literature, only 

recently has a self-report measure of self-presentation style come into 

existence. A number of Hteans of assessing self-presentation style have 

been tried over the years but none have gained widespread acceptance. 

Greenberg, Pyszczynski, and Stine (1985) asked subjects to write 

down self-descriptive statements that were subsequently scored by 

trained raters in terms of favourableness of self-presentation. This 

method, and similar variations, is likely the single most popular means 

of assessing self-presentakion style that has existed to date. However, 

because no consistent items exist, it is difficult to gain indications 

of reliability or validity- 

Self-Presentation Stvle Scale. Meleshko (19891 attempted to deal 

with the lack of an acceptable self-report measure of self-presentation 

style by developing the Self-Presentation Style Scale (SPSS), The 

purpose of the scale is-to assess acquisitive and protective 

naotlvational states- The original scale contained 15 Likert-type items 

on a 7-point scale but a subsequent revision (Meleshko 6; Alden, 1993) 

reduced the item total to 8, with no apparent loss of reliability or 
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validity. 

A criterion groups analysis was used to establish concurrent 

valiciity of the 15-item scale. Scores on the Social Avoidance and 

Distress Scale (Watson & Friend, 19691 were used to divide a sample of 

female university students into a high social anxiety group (scoring 12 

or above) and a low social anxiety group (scoring 2 or below). The high 

social anxiety subjects were found to be more motivated by procective 

concerns than were the low sucial anxiety subjects fFfl, 80: = 37.50, p 

4 -0011 while the low social anxiety subjects were more motivated by 

acquisitive concerns than were the high social anxiety subjects fF(1, 

80) = 28.14, p < ,001). The results suggest that people tend to be 

motivated by one set of concerns in the relative absence of the other 

(Meleshko, 1989) . 
Meleshko and Alden (1993) conducted a principal components 

analysis on the %item SPSS and, as was the case with the 15-item scale, 

a two factor solution was found to be optimal. The protective items 

loaded on the first factor [with factor loadings ranging from -72 to 

-75). accounting for 3 3 - 5 2  of the variance. The acquisitive items 

loaded on the second factor [factor loadings ranghg from -60 to .83), 

accounting for 22-4% of the variance- Based on this analysis, the 

authors concluded that, rather than being scored as a unidimensional 

scale, the SPSS should be scored as two subscales, -9s a result, the 

four protective self-presentation items (Factor 1) were combined to 

provide a protective subscale score and the four acquisitive self- 

presentation items (Factor 2) were cdined to provide an acquisitive 

subscale score- 

The SPSS was created as a state measure of self-presentation style 

a d  the warding of the items reflect this intention, as they ask the 

s**jezt to r e p z t  oa +--ifiis i i~ t ivat iens  w i t t i  reference to a recently 

cqleted social interaction, For this reason, the present study 

adopted the 8-item SPSS as a state measure of relative acquisitive and 



protective self-presentation styles, 

Other Measures 

Self-ZLDpraisaf Survev- The Self-Appraisal Surcey is a short 5- 

item questionnaire that was specifically designed for this study. The 

instrument assesses a number of issues pertaining to subjects' appraisal 

of their own performance and their partner's performance during the 

interaction phase of the manipulation. Each item is rated on a 9-point 

Lfkert-t-ype scale- The five questions included in the questionnaire 

are: 'How well do you feel you presented your own viewpoint during your 

d~scussion with the other person in this study?'; 'Do you feel that the 

other person presented some views during the discussion that you had 

previously failed to consider?'; 'How would you ,rate the level of 

expertise of the other person in this study on the chosen topic?'; 

'Overall, how satisfied do you feel with your performance during the 

discussion with the other person in this study?'; and 'How much did you 

enjoy your discussion with the other person in this study?'. Each item 

was separately scored and examined. No attempt was made to calculate a 

'coral score since =he questions, although related, were not meant to 

represent any particular, single construct. 



Results 

Studv 1 

Preliminarv Analvsis 

A total of 251 questionnaire packages were distributed among 

potential subjects in Study 1. All packages were returned completed 

(all five instruments filled out) and, as a result, no subjects were 

eliminated from Study 1. 

Means, standard deviations, and reliabilities (internal 

consistencies) were calculated for each of the keasures (see Table 1). 

A check on the reliabilities of the instruments reveals values ranging 

from acceptable to exceptional. 

A correlation matrix was calculated that allowed for examination 

of the associations amongst the variables (see Table 2). Prior to 

examining the main variables of interest, additional correlations were 

calculated between the main variables and two other structural, nominal 

variables: sex of subject (Sex) and whether or not English was indicated 

as the subject's first language (English) (see Table 3). This made it 

possible to gain a better understanding of the make-up of the sample as 

well as to identify any relations between these two variables and the 

main variables. 

Of the subjects who participated in Study 1, 89 were males and 162 

were females. Examination of the correlation matrix revealed that the 

sex of subjects did not correlate significantly with any of the five 

subject variables of interest, absolute values of the correlations 

(Pearson r) ranging from -01 to -11- 

Of the total sample, 205 subjects indicated that English was their 

first language and 36 indicated that English was not their first 

language- Ten of the subjects did not indicate their first language. 

-=Pate  axes of *lie -rreletitxis htxeen first i~il~guage aJnd the five 

subject variables of interest ranged •’ram -01 to - 20 ,  One of the 

correlations was found to be significant, that between English and MI. 
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Table 1 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities of the Measures Used In 

Studv 1 (N = 251) 

Measure M SD a 

IAS 

CBI 

SAS 

AS I 

HIP1 



Table 2 

Correlations Amonqst Variables Used In Studv 1 

Variable 2 3 4 5 

1. IAS .73*** .63*** .34*** .47*** 

2. CBI .61f** .25** -35*** 

3. SAS .31*** .33*** 

4. A S 1  .42*** 

5. HIP1 



Table 3 

Correlations Between Variables Used In Studv 1 and Sex of Subiect and 

Enslish Backsround of Subiect 

Variable Sex English 

1. IAS -11 -05 

2. CBI -00 -02 

3. SAS -01 -01 

4. AS1 -07 .20** 

5. HIP1 -08 -10 



Subjects whose first language was not English scored significantly 

higher on AS1 than did those subjects whose first language was English 

(M = 24.30 and M = 18.29 respectively) (r = -200, p < -01). This 

suggests that subjects whose first language was not English were more 

attuned to bodily symptoms that indicate anxiety than were subjects 

whose first language was English. 

As a result of the above finding, only subjects who indicated that 

English was their first language were asked to participate in Study 2. 

Random assignment to conditions would likely have controlled for this 

possible confound, however, by restricting the sample in this way, it 

became possible to assume a relatively homogenous sample for Study 2. 

P r i m a w  Analysis 

The first part of the analysis for Study 1 involved calculating a 

correlation matrix amongst the variables of interest in order to 

determine whether variables that were conceptually related showed 

meaningful connections. Examination of this matrix (see Table 2) 

reveals a number of significant correlations. Not surprisingly, IAS, 

CBI, and SAS were all significantly and positively correlated with one 

another, each reaching significance in excess of p < -001. Any other 

result would be unexpected as each of the instruments measures different 

aspects of shyness, 

Four of the hypotheses in Study 1 (1, 2, 4, and 5) were tested by 

examining correlation coefficients- Because the four correlations are 

based on the same data, spurious correlations become possible. In order 

to control for inflated Type I error (rejecting the null hypothesis when 

it is in fact true) Bonferroni corrections were included. The nominal 

level of significance ( - 0 5 )  was divided by the number of correlations 

calculated (4 equations) and the corrected level of significance was set 

at .0125. 

The second part of the analysis for Study 1 concerned predictions 

from the three 'shyness' variables (IAS, CBI, and SAS) to the other two 



variables of interest (AS1 and HIPI). First, however, a canonical 

correlation was calculated in order to identify two linear combinations 

(one for each set of variables) such that they are maximally correlated. 

The first canonical correlation was .50 (25% of variance). The second 

canonical correlation was only marginally greater than zero. The fixst 

chi-square test, with both canonical correlations included, was 

calculated at y(6) = 74.23, p < -0001. The second chi-square test, 

with the first canonical correlation removed, was not significant. As a 

result, the first pair of canonical variates accounted for the single 

significant relaticnship between the predictor and criterion variables. 

All three predictor variables (IAS, CBI, and SAS) correlated well 

with the canonical variate for the first set of variables. Likewise, 

both criterion variables (AS1 and HIPI) correlated well with the 

canonical variate for the second set of variables. The canonical 

loadings (in parentheses) for the canonical variates indicate that those 

subjects with high social anxiety (.98), high behavioural inhibition 

(.75), and high behavioural avoidance ( - 7 6 )  also tended to experience 

more anxiety over body symptoms (-70) and more impostor feelings ( .94 ) .  

Following the canonical correlation, a series of multiple 

regression equations were calculated. Multiple regression analysis 

represents an extension of bivariate regression where there is only one 

predictor variable and only one criterion variable. From another 

perspective, multiple regression can be understood as a specialized 

instance of canonical correlation in which two or more variables are 

included on both sides of the regression equation. In multiple 

regression, while a number of variables are included as independent 

{sredictor) variables, aaly one is included as the dependent (criterion) 

variable. 

The aim of multiple regression analysis, then, is to create an 

equation that identifies a number of predictor variables that serve to 

predict a single criterion variable. In addition, the relative 
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contributions of each of the predictor variables to the equation can be 

calculated. For the present study, the relative contributions of both 

social anxiety and behavioural inhibition and avoidance were examined in 

separate equations for both anxiety sensitivity and impostor feelings. 

The multiple regression equations tested the experimental 

hypotheses and examined whether the two criterion variables, anxiety 

sensitivity and impostor feelings, would be best predicted by social 

anxiety, behaviourai inhibition and avoidance, or both. An "All 

Subsets" procedure was used to calculate a separate equation for each 

combination of predictor variables. Given that the present study 

includes three predictor variables, seven multiple regression equations 

resulted. l 3y  using this procedure it becomes possible to examine the 

various combinations of variables that enter the equation, an advantage 

that is necessary for proper testing of the experimental hypotheses. 

While the standard & statistic represents the standard test of measure 

of fit, adjusted & (2)  calculates a measure of fit that is independent 

of the number of variables in the equation. The standard @ statistic 

was used to test the hypotheses. However, because different numbers of 

predictor variables are included in the equations, adjusted values 

were used for descriptive purposes (including interpretations). 

For the purposes of testing the hypotheses, affective signs of 

anxiety were determined from the social anxiety measure (IAS) while 

behavioural signs of anxiety were determined from both the behavioural 

inhibition measure (CBI) and the avoidance measure (SAS). 

HvDotheses 

Hmthesis 1. The first hypothesis predicted that anxiety 

sensitivity would conelake pasitivdy with social mxiety. 

Results of the study supported this hypothesis. AS1 scores were 

found to form a significant positive correlation with IAS scores (r = 

-336, p < -001) . As social anxiety increased, so did sensitivity to 
anxiety symptcms, 
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Hvpothesis 2. This hypothesis predicted that anxiety sensitivity 

would correlate positively with behavioural inhibition and avoidance. 

Results supported this hypothesis. AS1 scores were found to form 

significant positive correlations with both CBI scores and SAS scores (r 

= -247, p < ,001 and r = -313, p < ,001, respectively). As behavioural 

inhibition and avoidance increased, so did sensitivity to anxiety 

symptoms. 

Hv~othesis 3, The third hypothesis predicted that anxiety 

sensit ivity would be detsminrd better by social arniety and behavioural 

inhibition and avoidance together than by either alone. 

Results of the study failed to support this hypothesis. Entering 

1223 scores into +,he miltiple regression eqation on its crwm accounted 

for 11% of the variance [P = -117, F(1, 249) = 32.643, p < ,0001; 9 = 

-1131 while entering CBI scores and SAS scores together accounted for 

10% of the variance [@ = -103, F(2, 248) = 14.087, p c -0001; l? = 

-095f. However, only the coefficient for SAS accomted for significant 

variance. Entering all three predictor variables together accounted for 

125 of the variance [p = -134, Ff3, 247) = 12.657, p < -0001; @ = 

,1231. Both IAS scores and SAS scores accounted for significant 

variance while CBI scores did not. However, I A S  score was clearly the 

most important, to the exclusion of the others. In summary, affect 

(social anxiety) and hhaviour (behavioural inhibition and avoidance) 

togeeher did not predict: anxiety sensitivity better than did either 

alone. 

ffvcrothesis 4-  The fourth hypothesis predicted that impostor 

feelings would correlate positively with social anxiety. 

Results of the study supported this hypothesis- HIPS scores were 

found to form a significant positive correlation with IAS scores (r = 

-469, p < -0011. As social anxiety increased, so did impostor feelings. 

Hvpothesis 5- Tbis hypothesis predicted that impostor feelings 

would correlate negatively with behavioural inhibition and avoidance. 



Results failed to support this hypothesis. HIPI scores were 

found to form significantly positive correlations with both CBI scores 

and SAS scores (r-= ,350, p < -001 and r = -334, p < -001, 

respectively). As behavioural inhibition and avoidance increased, so 

did impostor feelings. 

Hypothesis 6. The sixth hypothesis predicted that impostor 

feelings would be determined better by social anxiety and behavioural 

inhibition and avoidance together than by either alone, 

Results of tke study only partlj? supported this h.y%iothesis, 

Entering IAS scores into the multiple regression equation on its own 

accounted for 23% of the variance [li" = -230, F(1, 249) - 73.672, p < 

.OQ.31;  -@ = -2271 while entering CBI scores and SAS scores together 

accounted for 14% of the variance [I? = -146, F(2, 248) = 21.090, p < 

-0001; @ = -1391- Both the coefficients for CBI and SAS accounted for 

significant variance, Entering all three predictor variables together 

accouated for 22% of the variance [I? = -232, F(3, 247) = 24.649, p < 

-0001; i? = -2221, However, this time, only IAS scorss accounted for 

significant variance. In s-ry, while affect (social anxiety) and 

behaviour (behavioural inhibition and avoidance) together predicted 

impostor feelings better than did behaviour alone they did no better at 

gradicting impostor feelings tbm- did affact alo~e. 

S m m a x v  of R e s u l t s  of Stlrc3-w 1 

The purpose of Study 1 was to examine social anxiety and 

behavioural inhibition and avoidance and explore their relationships to 

t w o  o.ther variables of interest, anxiety sensitivity and impostor 

feelings, In preliminary analyses, no correlations were uncovered 

between the sex of the subject and any of the psychological constructs 

of interest. =so, there was a question as to whether the English 

abilities of the subjects might affect either their scores on self- 

report questionnaires or their performance during a structured verbal 

task- The concern was found to be of limited importance as only one 



significant correlation was found, that between English abilities and 

sensitivity to bodily symptoms of anxiety. Nevertheless, in order to 

eliminate any possible confound, only subjects who indicated that 

English was their first language were asked to participate in Study 2. 

As was predicted, the different aspects of shyness (subjective 

anxiety and overt behaviour) correlated strongly with one another. As 

subjective feelings of anxiety in social situations increased, so did 

the tendency to avoid social situations as well as the tendency to 

interact minimally once in those situations. 

In examining the specific hypotheses, as social anxiety increased 

so did sensitivity to anxiety symptoms. The same was true for 

behavioural inhibition and avoidance; as either increased, so did 

anxiety sensitivity. 

In addition, as social anxiety increased, so did impostor 

feelings. However, contrary to prediction, as behavioural inhibition 

and avoidance increased, so did impostor feelings. It had been 

predicted that a combination of high social anxiety with low behavioural 

inhibition and low avoidance might create feelings of conflict or 

incongruity that would result in increased concerns in the subjects 

about being an impostor. This, however, did not prove to be the case. 

After examining the more complex relationships between the various 

shyness variables and anxiety sensitivity and impostor feelings, 

interesting patterns began to emerge. In most cases, social anxiety 

accounted for the majority of variance, and behavioural inhibition and 

avoidance accounted for relatively little. When behavioural inhibition 

and avoidance did account for some variance, it was the avoidance factor 

and not the inhibition factor that proved to be significant. 

This pattern was especially true when examining impostor feelings. 

Social anxiety accounted for virtually all of the variance and the 

behaviotrral aspects accounted for almost none. The importance of 

behavioural factors was somewhat more evident when examining anxiety 



sensitivity. In this case, social anxiety continued to occupy the 

majority of the variance but the avoidance factor did account for some 

variance . 
Studv 2 

Preliminary Analvsis 

A total of 84 subjects took part in Study 2. These subjects were 

drawn from the sample that participated in Study 1 and were chosen on 

the basis of their being located in the top third or the bottom third of 

the distribution of IAS scores. 

Of the subjects that were contacted to participate in Study 2, 15 

declined to participate (6 from the Low Social Anxiety group and 9 from 

the High Social Anxiety group). Of those who agreed to participate, 12 

failed to attend their scheduled appointments (6 from the Low Social 

Anxiety group and 6 from the High Social Anxiety group). Finally, only 

one subject withdrew from the study upon reading the consent form and 

discovering the requirements of the study. This subject was from the 

High Social Anxiety group. 

Of the initial 84 subjects, the data from four were eliminated 

because random assignment to the manipulated condition had resulted in 

some cells being over-filled. In the end, 80 individual subject results 

were included in Study 2, 20 in each cell. 

Mean IAS scores were calculated for the Low and High Social 

Anxiety groups in order to confirm the two groups did, in fact, differ 

in their levels of social anxiety. A t-test confirmed that subjects in 

the Low Social Anxiety group differed significantly in their IAS scores 

from those in the High Social Anxiety group (M = 13.925 and M = 37.550, 

respectively) (t = 19 -72, p 4 -0001) . 

In comparing these average IAS scores to those obtained in 

previous studies, it can be seen that these averages were somewhat low. 

Typically, the overall average scores of university student subjects 

have fallen in the 38 to 40 range (e-g., Leary, 1983a; Leary, et al., 



7 1 

1985; Leary & Kowalski, 1993). In the present study, the average scores 

for the High Social Anxiety group fell within this range while those for 

the Low Social Anxiety group fell well below this average. 

Leary (1983af administered the IAS to a number of different groups 

of university students, including a sample of students who had sought 

professional help for interpersonal problems where anxiety comprised a 

significant complaint. This group obtained average IAS scores of 54.9, 

in comparison to a group of students from the psychology subject pool 

who obtained average scores of 38-1, It appears, then, that the High 

Anxiety subjects in the present study were, in comparison to published 

norms, not particularly anxious. 

Of the total sample, 52 were recruited from the Psychology Subject 

Pool and 28 were recruited from tutorials. Twenty-six subjects chose 

Free Trade as their topic while 54 chose Logging. Finally, 32 subjects 

adopted a position in favour of their topic and 48 adopted a position 

opposed. 

A correlation matrix was calculated that allowed for examination 

of the associa+,ions ~wngst the variables. B e c a u s e  level of social 

anxiety and level of expertise could affect resulting correlations, 

separate correlation values were calculated for each of the four cells 

(Low and High Social Anxiety; Low and High Expertise). The resulting 

direction and strength of the correlations amongst cells was 

approximately equal, therefore, within-cell correlations were averaged 

[see Table 4)  . 
As was the case in Study 1, additional correlations were 

calculated between the main variables and the sex of subject (see Table 

51- Sex of subject was examine4 in order to identify possible sex 

differences in the dependent variables, Of the total sample of 80 

subjects who participated in Study 2, 59 were female and 21 were male- 

While sex of subject did not correlate significantly with any of the 

variables of interest in Study 1, sex did correlate significantly with 
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Table 4 

Averased Within-Groups Correlations Amonust Variables Used In Studv 2 

(df = 72)- 

Variable 2 3 4 5 6  7 8 

1. Heart .59*** -00 -.02 -11 -. 06 . 02 - 0 6  

2. Habit -05 -11 .32** -15 -.02 -.04 

3. Talk -. 17 -.25* -.l4 .34** -01 

4. Eye -08 -.I8 -.20 - -07 

5. Innoc -18 -03 -13 

6 .  Disc -. 07 -. 01 
7. Acq SPS -. 12 
8. Pro SPS 

* p < - 0 5  

** p < .Of 

*** p < -001 



Table 5 

Correlations Between Variables Used In  stud^ 2 and Sex of Subject 

Variable Sex 

Heart R c i t e  Increase -13 

H e a r t  Rzte Habitustion -22  

Time Talking .37* ** 

Eye Contact - 18 
Innocuous Sociability -07 

Disclaimers .If 

Acquisitive SPS -21 

Protective SPS -09 



one of the main dependent variables in Study 2, the amount of time the 

subject, talked during the interaction. To control. for a possible 

inflated error term, a three-way ANOVA (Social Anxlety x Expertise x Sex 

of Subject) was calculated to test the hypothesis (Hypothesis 9) that 

examined time talking. 

Examination of the main correlation matrix reveals a number of 

correlations of interest- Higher increases in initial heart rates at 

the start of the interaction tended to be associated with more heart 

rate habituation over the course of the interaction (r = -660, p < 

-001). Subjects -who showed more heart rate habituation also tended to 

engage in more innocuous sociability (r = -32, p < -01). 

Two of the significant correlations focussed on the amount of 

talking the subjects engaged in during the interaction. Subjects who 

talked more during the interaction tended to engage in less innocuous 

sociability (r = -,25, p < - 0 5 ) .  Also, subjects who talked more tended 

to score higher in acquisitive self-presentation style (r = - 3 4 ,  p < 

-01). 

As stated in a previous section, all subjects were randomly 

zssiwed t~ condit,icss, Of the 22 msle subjects, 12 were assigned to 

the l a w  Expertise condition and 9 were assigned to the High Expertise 

condition- Of the 59 female subjects, 28 were assigned to the Low 

Brpertise condition and 31 were assigned to the High Expertise 

condition. Random assignment helped to ensure that no sex differences 

existed in the assignnrent to manipulated conditions, 

The means, standard deviations, and reliability scores were 

cafeulated for the two subscales of the only self-report instrument used 

in Study 2. the S P S  (see Table 6)- Alpha co-efficients were found to 

be adequate for short measures. 

Subjects' reactions to their interaction partners were studied for 

possible confounding effects acconp~anying the two Research Assistants by 

calculating correlations between the two interaction partners and the 



Table 6 

Means. Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities of the Self-Presentation 

Stvle Scale Used In Studv 2 (N = 80) 

Subscale ZT SD a 

Acquisitive SPS 17.66 4.86 -7480 

Protective SPS 9.08 4.48 -7405 



dependent variables. Exactly one-half of the subjects (40) were exposed 

to an interaction with one partner while the other half (40) were 

exposed to an interaction with the other partner. The partner to which 

the subject was exposed did not correlate significantly with any of the 

variables of interest, absolute values of the correlations ranging from 

-009 to -146. The lack of correlations between partner and other 

variables indicates that the specific identity of the partner had no 

effect on the responses of the subject. In other words, the interaction 

partners did not differ significantly from one another, subjects 

responded to the condition not to the individual Research Assistant. 

Two manipulation checks were conducted to investigate whether the 

Research Assistants differed significantly in their behaviour across the 

two Expertise conditions. In the first, responses to Question 3 from 

the self-Appraisal Survey were examined. In the second, an independent 

rater viewed the videotapes of ten randomly chosen interactions and was 

asked to identify whether the Research Assistant was acting in the role 

of a high expertise partner or a low expertise pa, ~tner . 

Question 3 from the Self-Appraisal Survey asked, "How would you 

rate the level of expertise of the other person in this study on the 

chosec topic?" and this expertise was rated on a 9-point scale. A t- 

test was calculated and indicated that subjects in the High Expertise 

condition rated their partners significantly higher on this item than 

did those in the Low Expertise condition (M = 6.425 and M = 4.400, 

respectively) t = 5.09, p < -001). A less obvious item (Question 2) 

asked, "Do you feel the other person presented some views during the 

discussion that you had previously failed to consider?". Subjects 

responded in the expected direction (high expertise partners perceived 

as introducing more information) but the trend was not significant (M = 

4.880 and M =  3.880, respectively) (t = 1.765, p = -082) .  

The independent rater viewed the'ten video-taped interactions and 

was given no information regarding the condition to which the subject 



was being exposed. After viewing the entire five-minute interaction, 

the rater indicated a guess as to whether the interaction occurred in 

the High Expertise or the Low Expertise condition. Results confirmed 

that the Research Assistants enacted their roles appropriately in that 

the independent rater correctly identified nine of the ten interactions 

that were viewed. This outcome is significantly different from that 

which would be expected by chance alone ( s  = 7.718, p < - 0 0 5 ) .  

In order to assess reliability of the scoring of the videotapes, 

intra-rater correlations were calculated. Twenty interactions were 
I 

randomly chosen and rated a second time, by the same rater, on the four 

behavioural variables. Alpha coefficients were calculated between the 

two scores for each variable (see Table 7 ) .  Results of this analysis 

revealed that the subjective scoring of these variables showed excellent 

intra-rater reliability, all alpha values exceeding - 9 9 4 5 .  

Primarv Analysis 

The main analysis for Study 2 involved the calculation of a series 

of two-way ANOVAs. In instances where a significant interaction 

resulted from the two-way ANOVA, one-way ANOVAs were calculated to 

further explore the interaction. These analyses made it possible to 

determine whether subjects high ir, social anxiety would respond 

differently to the expertise level of their partners while subjects low 

in social anxiety would respond approximately the same. Subjects were 

split into Low and High Social Anxiety groups and, within each group, 

were assigned either to the Low or High Expertise condition. The 

dependent variables included: a) heart rate response during the 

interaction, b) observable behavioural reactions, and c) self- 

presentation style. Cell means and standard deviations are presented in 

Table 8. 

Comparison of cell means across manipulated conditions makes it 

possible to calculate effect sizes for each of the dependent variables 

(see Table 9 ) .  Effect sizes ranged from a low of -12 to a high of -94. 



Table 7 

Intra-Rater Reliabilities of the Subiectivelv Scored Measures Used in 

Studv 2 

Variable a 

Time Talking -9966  

Eye Contact -9949  

Innocuous Sociability -9964  

Disclaimers -9970  



Table 8 

Cell Means (n = 20) of De~endent Variables Used in Studv 2 with Social 

Anxiety and ExDertise Actincr as Independent Variables 

Social Anxiety 

Low High 

Expertise Expertise 

Low High Low High 

Heart Rate Increase 

Heart Rate Habituation 

Time Talking 

Eye contact 

Innocuous Sociability 

Disclaimers 

Acquisitive SPS 

Protective SPS 

-- 

Standard deviations in parentheses. 
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Table 9 

Effect Sizes (n = 201 of Dependent Variables Used in Study 2 with Social 

Anxiety Actincf as the Independent Variable 

Social Anxiety 

Low High 

Heart Rate Increase 

Heart Rate Habituation 

Time Talking 

Eye contact 

Innocuous Sociability 

Disclaimers 

Acquisitive SPS 

Protective SPS 



The average effect size for the Low Social Anxiety subjects was - 4 6  

while the average for the Bigh Social Anxiety subjects was .57. These 

results are consistent with the prediction that the manipulation would 

have a greater effect on the High Social Anxiety subjects. 

Consideration of effect size along with cell size makes it 

possible to calculate the power to reject a false null hypothesis. In 

the present study, power for the High Social Anxiety group (the group 

where differences across the manipulated variable were predicted to 

occur) was calculated at -44. In other words, there is a 44% chance of 

rejecting the null hypothesis. 

As was the case in Study 1, numerous tests were performed on the 

same data and, as a result, spurious results are possible. To control 

for inflated Type I error, Eonferroni corrections wsre included. First, 

however, hypotheses were grouped according to the content of the 

predictions (i-e., physiological, behavioural, and self-report). The 

nominal level of significance ( - 0 5 )  w.2~ then divided by the number of 

ANOVAs calculated within each group: physiological (2 equations), 

behavioural ( 4  equations) and self-report (2 equations). Corrected 

significance levels were set at - 0 2 5 ,  .0125, and -025, respectively. 

Hvpotheses 

Hv~othesis 7 -  The seventh hypothesis predicted that subjects high 

in social anxiety who were exposed to an interaction with a high 

expertise partner would exhibit greater elevations in their heart rates 

(heart rate would increase more from their baseline) than would those 

exposed to an interaction with a low expertise partner, whereas subjects 

low in social anxiety would not differ in their heart rate elevations, 

regardless of whether they were exposed to an interaction with a high 

expertise or iow expertise partner. 

The two-way ANOVA uncovered only a single main effect- The 

interaction term was nonsignificant. Subjects in the Low Pxgertise 

condition responded to the start of the interaction with a greater 



increase in heart rates than did those in the High Expertise condition 

[Ftl, 76) = 9.901, p < . 0 0 5 ] ,  regardless of Social Anxiety level (see 

Table 10a). 

Hvpothesis 8 -  This hypothesis predicted that subjects high in 

social anxiety who were exposed to an interaction with a high expertise 

partner would habituate less (heart rate would decrease less over the 

interaction period) than would those exposed to an interaction with a 

low expertise partner, whereas subjects low in social anxiety would not 

differ in the degree they habituate, regardless of whether they were 

exposed to an interaction with a high expertise or low expertise 

partner. 

In the two-way ANOVA a single main effect was found. The 

interaction term was nonsignificant. Subjects in the Low qertise 

condition habituated more (their heart rates decreased more over time) 

than did those in the High Expertise condition [F(1, 76) = 8.241, p < 

-0051, regardless of Social Anxiety level (see Table lob), 

Hmothesis 9 ,  The ninth hypothesis predicted that subjects high 

in social anxiety who were exposed to an interaction with a high 

expertise partner would talk for a lesser amount of time than would 

those exposed to an interaction with a low expertise partner, whereas 

subjects low in social anxiety would not differ in the amount of time 

they talked, regardless of whether they were exposed to an interaction 

with a high expertise or low expertise pai-tner. 

As previously stated, a three-way ANOVA was calculated for this 

variable in order to control for an expected sex differencs. Results of 

the three-way AWOVA revealed a single main effect for sex of subject but 

all other main er'fects and interactions (both two-way and three-way) 

were a o ~ s i ~ i f i c x i ~ t .  &'re s-jects talked rere than did female subjects 

CF(1, 72) = 11.699, p < -0011 (see Table lla) . 
-thesis 10. This hypothesis predicted that subjects high in 

social anxiety who were exposed to an interaction with a high expertise 



Table 1 0 a  

S m a r v  of Analvsis of Variance (Heart Rate Increase) 

Source of Variance SS df M S  F P 

Anxiety 23 - 7 6  1 23 - 7 6  - 2 5  -618  

Expertise 935 - 7 1  1 935.71 9 - 9 0  .002** 

&nxiew x Expertise 51.84 1 51.84 - 5 5  - 4 6 1  

Error 7182.48 76  94 -51 

Table l o b  

Sunrmarv of Analvsis of Variance (Heart Rate Habituation) 

Source of Variance SS df MS F P 

Anxiety 159 .61  1 1 5 9 . 6 1  2.12 -150 

Expertise 620 -50 1 620 -50  8 .24 .005** 

Anxiety x Expertise 78.41 1 78 .41  1 . 0 4  , 3 1 1  

Error 5722 - 2 4  7 6 7 5  - 2 9  

* p < - 0 2 5  (Bonferroni adjusted) 

** p < - 0 0 5  (Bonferroni adjusted; 

*tf p < -0005 (Bonferroni adjusted) 



Table l l a  

Summaw of Three-wav Analvsis of Variance (Time Talkins) 

Source of Variance 

Anxiety 236.29 

Expertise 3947.04 

Sex 1 6 6 2 2 . 5 1  

Anxiety x Expertise 3398.70 

Anxiety x Sex 2520 - 4 0  

Expertise x Sex 1425 .90  

Anxiety x Expertise x Sex 1858 .65  

Error 102296.83 

* p < -0125  (Bonferroni adjusted) 

** p < -0025  (Bonferroni adjusted) 

*** p < -00025  (Bonferroni adjusted) 
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partner would engage in a lesser amount of direct eye contact with their 

partners than would those exposed to an interaction with a low expertise 

partner, whereas subjects low in social anxiety would not differ in the 

amount of direct eye contact, regardless of whether they were exposed to 

an interaction with a high expertise or low expertise partner. 

No significant main effect or interaction was uncovered in the 

two-way ANOVA (see Table Ilb). 

Hvwothesis 11. The elsventh hypothesis predicted that subjects 

high in social anxiety who were exposed to an interaction with a high 

expertise partner would engage in more innocuous sociability than would 

those exposed to an interaction with a low expertise partner, whereas 

subjects low in social anxiety would not differ in the amount of 

innocuous sociability they engaged in, regardless of whether they were 

exposed to an interaction with a high expertise or low expertise 

partner. 

A single main effect was found in the two-way ANOVA. The 

interaction term was nonsignificant. Subjects in the Low Expertise 

condition engaged in less innocuous sociability than did those in the 

High Expertise condition iF(1, 76) = 8.512, p < -0051, regardless of 

Social Anxiety level (see Table llc). 

Hvpothesis 12. This hypothesis predicted that subjects high in 

social anxiety who were exposed to an interaction with a high expertise 

partner would make more disclaimer statements than would those exposed 

to an interaction with a low expertise partner, whereas subjects low in 

social anxiety would not differ the amount of disclaimer statements they 

made, regardless of whether they were exposed to an interaction with a 

high expertise or low expertise partner. 

No significant main effect or interaction was uncovered in the 

two-way ANOVA (see Table lld) 

Hvpothesis 13. The thirteenth hypothesis predicted that subjects 

high in social anxiety who were exposed to an interaction with a high 



Table llb 

Summarv of Analvsis of Variance (Eve Contact) 

Source of Variance SS d f MS F P 

Anxiety 2300.51 1 2300.51 1.40 -240 

Expertise 800.11 1 800.11 -49 ,487 

Anxiety x Expertise 7277.11 1 7277.11 4.43 -039 

Error 124'717 -74 76 1641.02 

Table llc 

Sunnnarv of Analvsis of Variance (Innocuous Sociabilitv) 

Source of Variance SS df MS F P 

Anxiety 4.05 1 4.05 -05 -822 

Expertise 072.80 1 672.80 8-51 .005* 

Anxiety x Expertise 9 -80 1 9.80 .I2 -726 

Error 6006 -90 7 6 79-04  

* p < ,0125 (Bonferroni adjusted) 

** p < ,0025 (Bonferroni adjusted) 

*** p < -00025 (Bonferroni adjusted) 



Table lld 

S-w of Analysis of Variance (Disclaimersf 

Source of Variance SS df X3 F P 

Anxiety 3 -20 1 3 -20 1.19 -278 

Expertise - 80 1 - 8 0  -30 -586 

Anxiety x Expertise 8.45 1 8 - 4 5  3.16 -080 

Error 203. SO 7 6 2.68 

* p c -0125 i=nferrcmi adjusted) 

** p c -0025 (Bonferr~ni adjusted) 

s t *  p 4 -00925 Igsnferroni adjusted) 



expertise partner would report less acquisitive self-presentations than 

would those expos& to an irteraction with a low expertise partner, 

whereas subjects low in social. anxiety would not d~ffer in the 

acquisitive self-presentations they reported, regardless of whether they 

were exposed to an interaction with a high expertise or Low expertise 

partner. 

A single xain effect was found i n  the two-way ANOVA. The 

Brrteraction tern was nonsignificant. Low Social Anxiety subjects made 

mare acquisitive self-presenta+ions than did High Social Anxiety 

subjects, [F(2, 76) = 7,454, p < -011, regardless of level of Expertise 

(see Table 12af . 
H~pothesis 24, mis h Y p t h e s i s  predicted that subjects high in 

social anxiety who were oxposed to an interaction with a high expertise 

partner would report more protective self-presentations than would those 

exposed to an interaction with a low expertise partner, whereas subjects 

IOU in social anxiety would not differ in the protective self- 

presentations they reportsd, regardless of whether they were exposed to 

an interaction wich a high expertise or low expertise partner. 

Tvro main effects were found in the two-way ANOVA. High Social 

Anxiety subjects made more protective self-presentations than did Low 

Social Anxiety subjects IF(1, 76) = 36.601, p < ,0013, Also, subjects 

in the Low Expertise condition made more protective self-presentations 

than did those in the High Expertise condition [F(1, 76) = 6.723, p < 

-021 Esee Table IlbE. However, the interaction was nonsignificant. 

Self-A~~raisal Survev 

Items from the Self-Appraisal Survey were rated by subjects on a 

9-point scale- Each item was examined using a two-way ANOVA i n  order 

that the separate and combined effects of level of anxiety and level of 

eircertf se could be exam~ned. 

As was the case in the Prima~y analysis, correlaticns were first 

calculated between the five items from the self-Appraisal Survey and the 
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Table 52a 

S u n u ~ w  of Analvsis of Variance iAcuuisitive Self-presentation Style)  

Source of Variance SS df MS F P 

Anxiety 165 -31 1 165.31 7.45 . 008* 

Expertise 12.01 1 12.01 -54 -464 

Anxiety x Expertise 1.01 1 1.01 -05 -832 

Error 1685.55 7 6  22.18 

Table 12b 

Sumnaarv of Analysis of Variance (Protective Self-presentation Stvle) 

Sotzrce of Variance SS df W F P 

Anxiety 480 -20 1 480.20 36.60 .001** 

Expertise 88-20 1 88 -20 6.72 . Oll* 
Anxiety x Expertise 18.05 1 1-38 1.38 -244 

Error 997-10 7 6 13.12 

* p < -025 (Bonferroni adjusted) 

* * p < -005 (Bonferroni adjusted) 

*f x p 4 ,0005 (Bonferroni adjusted) 



sex of the subject. Sex was found to correlate significantly with only 

one or' the items (itein 4 ) .  Female subjects were less satisfied with 

their performances during the interaction than were male subjects IM = 

6.102 and M = 7.190, respectively) (r = ,254, p < -05). To control for 

a possible inflated error term, a three-way ANOVA (Social Anxiety x 

Expertise x Sex of Subject) was calculated to test this particular item. 

In addition, correlations were calculated between the five items 
-. 

and the identity sf the interactioa partner. All of the correlations 

were nonsignificant, indicating that the specific -partner to which the 

subjects were exposed did not affect how the subjects responded to the 

Self-Appraisal Survey. 

Question 1 asked, How well do you feel you presented your own 

view~int during your discussion with the other person in this study?". 

2% single main effect was found for this item. Low Social Anxiety 

subjects believed that they presented their views better than did High 

Social Anxiety subjects jF(1, 76) = 12.607, p < .001]. No significant 

interaction was uncovered, 

Question 2 asked, 'Do you feel the other person presented some 

views during the discussion that you had previously failed to 

consider?". No significant main effect or interaction was uncovered for 

this item, 

Question 3 asked, How would you rate the level of expertise of the 

other person in this study on the chosen topic?'. Responses to this 

irem were discussed in the preliminary analysis that focused on the 

manipulation check value of the item. Briefly, subjects in the High 

Expertise condition rated their partners higher on this item than did 

subjects in the Las Expertise condition EF(1,  76) = 25.425, p c .001]. 

Question 4 asked, 'Overall, how satisfied do you feel with your 

p s r f ~ - ~ c e  during tk discdssicm w i t 3  the other person in this study?". 

As previously stated, a three-way ANOVA was calculated for this item in 

order to control for an expected sex difference- Two main effects were 



found for this item- Low Social Anxiety subjects rated their 

performances higher than did High Social Anxlety subjects EF(1, 761 = 

13.770, p < ,0011 and male subjects rated their performances higher than 

did female subjects [F(l, 76) = 5-143, p < - 0 5 1 .  In addition, a 

signiticant interaction was uncovered. Low Social Anxiety subjects felt 

mre satisfied with their performances in the Low Expertise condition 

while High Social Anxiety subjects were more satisfied in the High 

Ekpertise condition [F(lI, 76f  = 5.424, p < - 0 5 1 -  In fact, Low Social 

Armxiety subjects in the Low Expertise condition felt most satisfied with 

their performances while Low Social Anxiety subjects in the High 

Expertise condition felt least satisfied. 

Question 5 asked, 'How much did you enjoy your discussion with the 

other person in this study?'. A single main effect was found for this 

item with Low Social Anxiety subjects enjoying the discussion 

significantly more than High Social Anxiety subjects [F(l, 76) = 8.801, 

p c -0051.  A significant interaction was also uncovered. Low Social 

Anxiety subjects enjoyed their discussion slightly more in the Low 

Expertise condition while High Social Anxiety subjects enjoyed their 

discussion more in the High Expertise condition [F(1, 761 = 5 . 6 8 8 ,  p < 

-051. Replicating the pattern from Question 4,  Low Social Anxiety 

subjects in the Low Expertise condition enjoyed the discussion the most 

while Low Social Anxiety subjects in the High Expertise condition 

enjoyed the discussion the least. 

S~rtga;:rv of Results of Study 2 

The purpose of Study 2 was to investigate whether a situational 

miable (perceived expertise of one's social partner) would have any 

effect on the social behaviours of socially anxious vs- non-socially 

anxious individuals- In preliminary analyses, a significant correlation 

=as - ~ C C V ~ T &  between fS% sex of the s-sbject -6 one of the constructs 

of interest, the amaunt of time the subject talked during the five 

minute interaction- Further examination proved, with regard to time 
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talking, that the only significant main effect or interaction term was 

the sex of t-he sl&jec?t- Pale subjects talked more than did female 

subjects. No other sex differences wore evident as the remaining 

dependent variables formed nonsignificant correlations with the sex of 

the subject. 

Other correlations indicated that initial increase in heart rate 

was positively associated with heart rate habituation over the course of 

the interaction- Also, heart rate habituation was positively associated 

with innocuous sociability. In addition, time talking was positively 

associated both with innocuous sociability and with acquisitive self- 

presentation style, 

Subjectsn reactions to their interaction partners were studied for 

possible confounds associated with the Research Assistants and it was 

found that the specific partner to which the subjects were exposed did 

not correlate with any of the variables of interest. While the two 

Research Assistants were not expected to differ from one another within 

conditions, two manipulation checks confirmed that they did differ 

across conditions- These results, taken together, confirm that the 

Research Assisrants enacted their roles appropriately. 

Of the eight hypotheses in Study 2 concerning differential effects 

of social anxiety, none followed the hypothesized pattern. As a result, 

it must be concluded that the manipulation of partner expertise, while 

effective in influencing reactions of the subjects, was ineffective in 

terms of differentiating socially anxious subjects from non-socially 

anxious subjects. 

In terms of physiological effects, subjects in the Low Expertise 

condition responded to the start of the interaction with greater 

increases in their heart rates and their heart rates habituated more 

ehan did subjects in the High Ekpertise condition. In terms of 

observable behaviom, subjects in the Low Expertise condition engaged in 

less innocuous sociability than did those in the High Expertise 



condition. Finally, with regard to self-presentation style, Low Social 

Anziety subjects w a d e  more accpisitive self-presentations and fewer 

protective self-presentations than did High Social Anxiety subjects. 

Also, subjects in the Low Expertise condition made more protective self- 

presentations than did those in the High Expertise condition. 

The Self-Appraisal Survey revealed that male subjects rated their 

own performances better than did female subjects. Low Social Anxiety 

subjects rated their own performances better, they reported feeling more 

satisfied with their performance, and they enjoyed the interaction more 

than did High Social Anxiety subjects. Low Social Anxiety subjects 

reported feeling more satisfied in the Low Expertise condition while 

High Social Anxiety subjects felt more satisfied in the High Expertise 

condition. Finally, Low Social Anxiety subjects in the Low Expertise 

condition enjoyed the discussion the most while Low Social Anxiety 

subjects in the High Ekpertise condition enjoyed the discussion the 

least. 

To summarize the main effects and interactions, High Social 

Anxiety subjects scored lower on acquisitive self-presentation style, 

score& hig3er on proteeti-ve self-presentation style, rated their 

performances poorer, and enjoyed the interaction less than did Low 

Social Anxiety subjects. Subjects in the High Expertise condition 

reacted to the start of the interaction with lesser increases in their 

heart rates, habituated less over the course of the interaction, engaged 

in more innocuous sociability, arid scored lower on protective self- 

presentation style than did subjects in the Low Expertise condition. 

High Social Anxiety subjects reported feeling more satisfied with 

their performances in the High Expertise condition while Low Social 

Anxiety subjects feLt more satisfied in the Low Expertise condition. 

Pinally, High Social Anxiety subjects enjoyed the disoxssion more in the 

High Expertise condition while Low Social Anxiety subjects enjoyed the 

discussion more in the I,CpW Expertise condition. 



In the following section, the results of both studies are 

discussed in greater detail along w i t h  implications of the findings. 



Discussion 

I n  tho Intrdasticm the suggestion w a s  made that separaeing 

shyness into its component parts, affect and tehaviour, would help to 

increase the understanding of this common and debilitating problem. 

While, as Leary I1983a1 suggests, the najority of people who feel 

anxious also act in an anxious manner, this is not the case for all 

people in all situations. The results of Study 1 and Study 2, taken 

together, support this argument. Study 2, especially, confirms that 

people can differ a great deal in how they react to social stressors. 

Studv 1 

The purpose of Study 1 was to examine an affective component 

(social anxiety) an$l two hhavioural components (hhavioural inhibition 

and avoidance) of skyriess and to explore their relationships to two 

other variables of interest, anxiety sensitivity and impostor feelings. 

In preliminary analyses, the sex of the subject was not found to 

be associated with any of the variables that were measured. This 

finding is noteworthy because, in the area of social anxiety, sex 

differences are often assumed- For example, Pilkonis f1977b) found 

that ,  in college samples, xiale subjects reported rere social. anxiety 

t h  did female subjects- Likewise, hies, Gelder, and Shaw (1983) 

found that a greater proportion of social phobics were males. Some 

studies, however, have reported the opposite. Gough and Heilbrun (1983) 

found that more adult women than men reported being socially anxious. 

Zimbardo C1977) found shyness to be as cornanon among women as men, 

although men raced it as a less desirable characteristic and thus 

concealed it more or'ten- In the present study, no differences were 

evident between sexes in the self-reports of subjective anxiety or overt 

khaviour. It is difficult, however, to assess accurately whether this 

finding reflects the actual experience of shyness or the willingness to 

acknowledge its existence- Study 2 attempted to shed additional light 

on this issue by assessing indicators of anxiety that are under less 
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voluntary control than are self-report measures (e-g., heart rate, eye 

contact 1 - 
In addition to the above, no sex differences were found in self- 

reports of anxiety sensitivity or impostor feelings. In their original 

creation and validation of the ,Anxiety Sensitivity Index, Reiss, 

Peterson, Gursky, and ZcNally (1986) found higher anxiety sensitivity 

scores among women than among men, across two different samples. 

However, in a subsequent study, three of the authors found no evidence 

of sex differences fReiss, Peterson, & Gursky, 1988). Stewart, Knize, 

and Pihl (19911 failed to find sex differences among either a clinical 

or a non-clinical p~pulation and Taylor, Koch, and Crockett (1991) 

concluded that sex differences in anxiety sensitivity are unlikely. It 

appears, then, that the lack of sex differences found in the present 

study is consistent with the bulk of the literature on this construct. 

When Clance and lmes (1978) first introduced the notion of 

impustor feelings it was applied only to high-achieving women and the 

authors suggested that the phenomenon was most prevalent among females. 

However, according to Langford and Clance (19931, this contention was 

based not so much on research findings as on the postulation that women 

were more susceptible to internalizing the stereotype that women are 

less capable than men. In fact, Topping and K h e l  (1985) found that, 

in a sample of university faculty members, male respondents scored 

higher than did female respondents. Langford and Clance go on to argue 

that surveys among several populations have failed to find significant 

sex differences in the impostor phenomenon (e-g,, Harvey, 1981). 

There were some concerns ~shether the English abilities of the 

subjects might affect either their scores on self-report questionnaires 

ar t-heir perfomace ,-LI1g a str~ctilred verbal task. Sue and Sue 

t1990) found that Chinese American women did not differ from Caucasian 

women on behavioural measures of assertiveness (during a structured 

role-play situation) or on most self-report measures of assertiveness. 



The only difference uncovered was that Chinese subjects were more 

apprehensive abut social situations than Caucasians. On the other 

hand, using a Canadian sample of English-as-first-languag~ subjects, 

MacIntyre and Noels Q1994) found that anxiety over one's ability to 

communicate in a second language (French) was strongly related to 

perceived competence and actual competence in that language. 

In the present study, the issue of second language was found tc be 

of minimal importance as only one significant correlation was unco~ered, 

that between English-as-a-second-lanyda'je and anxiety sensitivity. This 

result may be due to the fact that the subjects were drawn from a 

population (an English language university) where relatively strong 

competence in English is expected ts exist. Nonetheless, &cause one 

correlation was found to be significant (that between English background 

and anxiety sensitivity), only those subjects who indicated that English 

was their first language were asked to participate in Study 2. 

As was expected, the different aspects of shyness (subjective 

anxiety and overt behaviour) all correlated pasitively and strongly with 

one another. As subjective feelings of anxiety in social situations 

increased, so did the tendency to avoid social situations as well as the 

tendency to interact in an inhibited manner once in those situations. 

These findings are consistent with the literature in this area. Leary 

f1983al stated that most socially xixious people also display various 

'anxious behaviours' (e-g., disaffiliation, social inhibition). 

Likewise, Rothbart and muro (1990) conclude that social anxiety and 

khavioural inhibition are strongly related both in children and in 

adults. 

In examining the specific hypotheses concerning the variables 

contributing to anxiety sensitivity, as social anxiety increased so did 

sensitivity to anxiety symptoms. The same was true for behavioural 

inhibition and avoidance, as either increased, so did anxiety 

sensitivity. These findings are consistent with previous studies that 



suggest socially anxious indij-iduals are particularly sensitive to the 

e-zident signs sf their anxiety. Lea- (138333) observed excessive 

concerns with appearing nervous in socially anxious individuals. 

Likewise, Beidel, Turner, and Dancu (19851 also noted heightened 

sensitivity to pkysiological arousal in socially anxious individuals. 

Stewart, Knize, and Pihl (1991 5 found correlations between anxiety 

sensitivity and general lack of self-confidence in social situations. 

Social anxiety, behavioural inhibition, and avoidance all 

accounted for only 13% of ihe variance in anxiety sensitivity scores. 

Reiss, et al. (19865 state that anxiety sensitivity involves fear 

regarding the consequences of anxiety (e-g., additional fear, illness, 

exharrassment, loss of control)- Oniy one of these consequences 

fembarrassment) has a strictly social nature. 

Other studies ha- found anxiety sensitivity to be strongly 

related to trait anxiety (Reiss, et al., 1986), general fearfulness 

fReiss, Peterson, L Gurskqr, 19382, and social self-confidence and 

dependency (Stewar~, 'Knize, i Pih l ,  1'391). The fact that the three 

shyness variables, together, accounted for less than 15% of the variance 

in anxiety sensrtivity supports the contention of Taylor, Koch, and 

Crockett (1991) that the particular inventory used to measure that 

construct (the Anxiety Sensitivity Index) likely does not really measure 

'fear of th2 social consequences of anxiety" as was the original 

intention of Reiss, et ale i1986). Whether the inventory does, instead, 

measurs 'fear of bodily sensations' as suggested by Taylor, Koch, 

Crackett is difficult to determine from the present study, 

In examining the factors associated with impostor feelings, as 

social anxiety increased so did impostor feelings. This finding is also 

consistent with literature in this area. Topping (1983) found that 

impostor feelings and anxiety were strongly related. Harvey and Katz 

t1984j note that uneasiness in social situations is one of the key 

ingredients of the experience of feeling like a social impostor, and 



Topping and KimneP (1985) found impstor feelings to be strongly related 

to trait anxietlf- 

Contrary to the prediction, however, as behavioural inhibition and 

avoidance increased, so d-6 impstor feelings- I% xas predicted that a 

combination of high social anxiety and low behavicmral inhibition and 

avoidance might create conflict for the individual that would increase 

concerns about being an impostor. Harvey and Katz (1984) commented on 

this conflict when they noted that social situations can activate 

impostor Ceelinqs when one believes chat one is playing a public part 

that is not reflective of who that person is on the inside. This 

conflict is especially evident when one attempts ta hide one's 

discoirrfort by attanping to appear at ease. Likewise, Zimbardo f1377i 

argued that socially anxious people are often excessively concerned with 

whether or not their actions reflect their real selves. 

This hypothesized inverse relationship between anxiety (impostor 

eelings) and hhavicur did not prove to exist in the study. This 

flnding may reflect a fear of failure that is a key characteristic of 

individuals suffering from impostor feelings. If one fears that his or 

her actions I-y bring on failure then it is not surprising that these 

accions (behavioursf will be restricted. Langford and Clance (1993) 

paint out the ccxraimn cormem that ,-king mista~es maices it more likely 

chat one will be exposed as an impostor. Harvey and Ratz (1984) note 

C h a t  people suffering from the impostor phenomenon are less likely to 

C r y  novel activities, partly due to fear of failure and partly due to 

fear of standing out from the crowd. Clance (1985) supported this 

notion and added t h e  high impostor phenomenon individuals are less 

revealing (especially of their fears and insecurities) and they tend to 

withdraw from others desgecially following failure). 

M1 of these results indicate that the various constructs of 

interest ineluded in Study 1 are related to one another. In all 

insltcln~es they foxmed strong relationships, as one would expect. 



Hoxever, in one instance, they did not follow the predicted pattern. 

In all cases, social anxiety scores were found to account for the 

majority of variance in both anxiety sensitivity an6 impostor feelings, 

xrrhile behavioural inhibition and avoidance accounted for relatively 

little. Wnen behavioural inhibition and avoidance did account for some 

variance, it was the avoidance factor that proved to be significant. 

Whether this pnttern is indicative of the overlap across constructs or 

the overlap across the measures selected for this study is difficult to 

ascertain. Again, kv examining specific behavioural concomitants of 

social anxiety, Study 2 helped to clarify this issue. 

The striking role played by social anxiety was especially true 

when exa?ining impostor feelings. The anxiety factor took up virtually 

all of the variance in accounting for impostor phenomenon scores and the 

behaviour fxtors accounted for almost none. This might suggest that 

impostor feelings are affected more by affect than by overt behaviour. 

An alternative explanation, however, is that the affect measure and the 

behaviour measures were too strongly related. The behaviour measures 

may have failed to assess any unique variance (i-e., they were consumed 

by the affect measure) no matter what they were attempting to predict. 

Gi- en the strong correlations between the affect measure and the 

ixhaviour measures coupled with the finding that, on their own, 

behavioural factors did correlate strongly with impostor feelings, this 

seems an attractive explanation. 

As previously noted, the importance of behavioural factors was 

more evident when examining anxiety sensitivity, There, social anxiety 

continued to take up the majority of the variance in predicting anxiety 

sensitivity and while one behaviowal factor (social avoib-ce) proved 

to be significant as well the two factors together did not account for 

significantly m r e  variance than did the affect measure alone. Again, 

-&at the three constructs measure likely overlaps too much for each of 

them to retain unique variance in predicting this particular variable, 



Certainly, the correlations amongst the three predictor measures were 

very high. 

These results suggest that there is more to impostor feelings and 

anxiety sensitivity than various aspects of shyness, and these findings 

are not surprising- Social anxiety and behavioural inhibition and 

avoidance related strongly to impostor feelings, but together they 

accounted for only 23% of the variance in impostor phenomenon scores. 

Langford and Clance (1993) suggest that there are five aspects to 

impostor feelings- These include fear of failure, the attribution of 

success to charm and luck, the desire to stand out, the feeling of 

giving other people a false impression, and a tendency to discount 

positive feedback. Although a social component exists, clearly other 

dimensions are important in gaining an understanding of this construct. 

Harvey and Katz (1984) describe 'social impostors" but impostor feelings 

involve performance in educational, vocational, as well as social, 

situations. 

It appears, then, that pulling shyness apart into its components 

is a useful endeavour in some instances but not in all. Certainly, 

people do differ in the degree of consistency between their affect and 

their behaviour in social situations. Some feel quite anxious but their 

behaviour does not reveal their anxiety while others feel minimal 

anxiety but interact very little with others. What differentiates these 

people from those who show more consistency between their affect and 

behaviour (the typical 'shy' and "non-shy") likely involves a number of 

factors, 

It may be that when applying shyness to other constructs the 

anxiety component carries so much weight that sxmining behaviour adds 

little to our understanding, With regard to Study 1, a method confound 

may have been present regarding the high fidelity of the various domains 

of prediction. In other words, self-reported affect predicts other 

self-reported affect best while observed behaviour predicts other 



observed behaviour best. 

Perhaps the practice of separating affect from behaviour is most 

useful when examining those individuals who differ in affect and 

behaviour. Of course, it is impossible to identify these individuals 

without first conducting a comprehensive assessment (one that includes 

the measurement of affective, behavioural and, possibly, other factors). 

Study 2 

The purpose of Study 2 was to investigate the effect that a 

particular situational variable (perceived expertise of one's social 

partner) would have on the social behaviours of socially anxious vs. 

non-socially anxious individuals. A number of variables (physiological, 

behavioural, and self-report) were examined in order to determine the 

effects of manipulating this variable. 

Preliminary analyses indicated that the sex of the subject was 

associated with two variables in Study 2. Female subjects talked less 

during the five minute interaction than did male subjects and female 

subjects were less satisfied with their performances during the 

interaction than were male subjects. These findings contrasted from 

those obtained in Study 1 where no sex differences were uncovered. 

With regard to amount of verbal output, similar studies of 

conversational behaviours of males and females in dyadic interactions 

have yielded largely inconsistent results. While Welkowitz and Bond 

(1984) found that males were more verbally active than females, Elias 

and Broerse (1992) found that female subjects talked more frequently and 

for longer durations in conversational dyads than did male subjects. 

Other researchers (e-g., Pillon & Degauguier, 1992) have uncovered few 

or nonexistent sex differences. 

Some research has investigated not only the quantity of verbal 

output but also the quality. These investigations may have particular 

application to the present study. Argyle and Trimboli (1988), for 

example, reported that males talked more about daily events than did 



females- The fact that, in the present study, the assigned conversation 

topics involved topical news events may account for the greater verbal 

output by male subjects. Other researchers (e-g., Hendrick & Strange, 

1991) report that males view conversations as opportunities to dominate 

more so than do females. Again, given that part of the instructions for 

the present study involved notifying the subject that the interaction 

partner would take an opposing point of view, this may have increased 

the tendency of the male subjects to attempt to dominate the discussion. 

Females in the present study were also less satisfied with their 

performances during the interaction than were males. These findings are 

consistent with literature that has examined the self-evaluation 

tendencies of males and femaies. Jackson and Hodge (1994) found that, 

in a sample of college students, male subjects evaluated themselves more 

positively than did female subjects. Similarly, in a work setting, 

Shore anu Thornton (1986) found that males provided higher self-ratings 

of their performance than did women. Of particular relevance to the 

present study is the finding that males tend to rate themselves as more 

knowledgeable in conversations discussing current affairs than do 

females (Slevin & Aday, 1993). 

In examining the experimental hypotheses, none of the hypotheses 

concerning the differential effects of level of expertise and social 

anxiety on performance received support. While these results were 

disappointing, results rzvealed that the manipulation did have an effect 

on the subjects. That is, for many variables, subjects who interacted 

with a high expertise partner reacted differently than did those who 

interacted with a low expertise partner. However, the high social 

anxiety subjects did not respond differently than did the low social 

anxiety subjects to the manipulation of partner expertise, 

Some results, although not contained within stated hypotheses, 

were consistent with general predictions of the study concerning the 

effects of social anxiety and situational stressors. The heart rates of 



subjects who interacted with low expertise partners habituated more than 

did those who interacted with high expertise partners, regardless of 

social anxiety level. The high expertise condition was considered to be 

more threatening and, as a result, would be expected to be more 

resistant to habituation. While very little literature exists 

addressing the specific notion of heart rate habituation, numerous 

studies have demonstrated that individuals who find themselves in 

socially threatening situations tend to react with increased 

physioiagicai arousal tBrodt h Zimbardo, 1981; Leary, 1983b; Twentyman & 

McFall, 1975)- Given the fact that the low expertise condition produced 

more of an initial physiological response (see below), it is not 

sarprising thak mre habituation of this response occurred. 

Subjects in the low expertise condition also engaged in less 

innocuous sociability than did those in the high expertise condition. 

This finding was expected and is consistent with literature in this area 

(Leary, 1983b; Natale, Entin, h Jaffe, 1979; Pilkonis, 1977a1. 

High social anxiety subjects made fewer acquisitive self- 

presentations than did low social anxiety subjects. This finding 

supports a central notion in the self-presentation literature that 

highly socially anxious individuals generally make fewer acquisitive 

self-presentations than do indi~iduals lower in social anxiety 

(Schlenker & Leary. 1982). Also, high social anxiety subjects made more 

protective self-presentations than did low social anxiety subjects, a 

finding that is also consistent with the literature (Schlenker & Leary, 

1982) . 

High social anxiety subjects rated their own performances during 

the interaction as being poorer than did low social anxiety subjects. 

They also reported feeling less satisfied with their performance and 

they enjoyed the interaction less than did low social anxiety subjects. 

These findings make intuitive sense, since by definition socially 

anxious individuals harbour such concerns in social situations. These 



concerns are part of the problem of social anxiety and shyness. In 

fact, it could be argued that if they rated their performances higher, 

were more satisfied, or enjoyed the social interactions more, they would 

not be socially anxious (Cheek & Helchior, 1990; Gough & Thorne, 1986; 

Leary, 1983b; Zimbardo, 1977) . 
Some findings from Study 2 were not expected. In terms of 

physiological response, subjects in the high expertise condition 

responded to the start of the interaction with lesser increases (not 

greater) in their heart rates than did those in the low expertise 

condition. This differed from that expected in that the high expertise 

condition was considered to be more threatening (and thus, more 

phjjsiologically arousiixj) than the low expertise condition. A review of 

the literature reveals support for these expectations. For example, 

Beidel, Turner, and Dana (1985) found socially anxious individuals to 

be more physiologically reactive (as measured by heart rate and blood 

pressure) to social situations than non-socially anxious individuals. 

Also, they showed greater latency to habituation. Twentyman and McFall 

(1975) found that men high in social anxiety had higher peak arousal in 

their heart rates than did those low in social anxiety across a number 

of role-play situations and Kagan and Reznick (1986) found that 

behviourally inhibited children showed higher and less yariable heart 

rates in group social encounters than did non-inhibited children. 

In attempting to explain these findings, it may be that the 

manipulated variable (perceived expertise of one's interaction partner) 

contained an unanticipated confound, Perhaps the amount of structure of 

the interaction interacted with the experimental manipulation. If the 

subjects in the low expertise condition were not sure what was expected, 

their anxiety may have been increased. In contrast, those confronted 

with a high expertise partner assumed that person would organize the 

discussion without much being expected of the subject, This 

interpretation is consistent with Pilkonis (1977bf who found that 
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shyness was more readily evoked by ambiguous, unstructured encounters 

than by structured encounters, Likewise, Zimbardo (1977) argues that 

shyness tends to be aroused in settings that provide little in the way 

of guidelines for appropriate behaviour. 

One final set of findings was particularly interesting because the 

findings differed from expectations of the study but were consistent 

with one another. High social anxiety subjects reported feeling more 

satisfied with their performances and reported enjoying the discussion 

.wre in the high ~pertise condition. At the same time, low social 

anxiety subjects were more satisfied with their performances and enjoyed 

the discussion more in the low expertise condition. As mentioned, 

although these results are not consistent with expectations of the 

study, they are consistent amongst themselves. 

The interpretation based on the structure/lack of structure of the 

situation discussed earlier is likely relevant here as well. If the 

high social anxiety subjects demonstrate fewer ^anxiousu behaviours when 

interacting with a high expertise partner, they may be feeling more 

comfortable with the expectation that their partner will take more of an 

active and guiding role in the interaction. Likewise, the low social 

anxiety subjects may have felt more comfortable with the potential of 

being given the opportunity to take control of the interaction when 

interacting with a low expertise partner. 

Overall, subjects high in social anxiety (a dispositional 

variable) did what was expected in a number of areas. They scored lower 

on acquisitive self-presentation style, scored higher on protective 

self-presentation style, rated their performances as being poorer, and 

enjoyed the interaction less than did low social anxiety subjects. 

These results support the argument that dispositional factors affect how 

people react to social interactions. 

Subjects in the high expertise condition (a situational variable) 

also did what was expected in a number of areas. Their heart rates 



habituated less over the course of the interaction and made more 

innocuous sociability utterances than did subjects in the low expertise 

condition. However, contrary to expectations, those subjects in the 

high expertise condition responded to the start of the interaction with 

lesser increases in their heart rates and they scored lower on 

protective self-presentation style than did subjects in the low 

expertise condition. These results support the notion that some 

situational variables affect the experience of social anxiety and 

accompanying behavio~ lrs. 

What is particularly interesting is that dispositional and 

situational variables showed expected results with some behaviours and 

unexpected results with others. As a result, it is difficult to reach a 

general conclusion that the subject variable (social anxiety) and/or the 

manipulated variable (perceived expertise) had uniform effects on the 

subjects. Had the effects been more consistent or had no effect been 

uncovered, a more general conclusion would be more appropriate. 

Two weaknesses in Study 2 may have interfered with the ability to 

obtain more in the way of significant findings. The first addresses the 

fact that the average anxiety scores of those subjects classified as 

high in social anxiety were relatively low in comparison with previous 

research findings. If these subjects were, in an absolute sense, not 

particularly anxious, then it is not surprising that their responses did 

not differ significantly from those subjects who were classified as low 

in social anxiety. 

A second weakness addresses the issue of power. The relatively 

low power obtained in Study 2 made it difficult to reject the null 

hypothesis. An increase in the number of subjects per cell would 

increase power and would, as a result, help produce more in the way of 

significant results, 

When examining the specific behaviours that followed predictions 

and comparing them to those that did not, no consistent pattern emerges. 
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Trzditionally, heart rate has enjoyed the position of being one of the 

best single indicators of anxiety but, in the present study, this 

variable did not follow expectations. However, some studies (e-g., 

Ahern, Wallander, Abrahms, & Monti, 1983) have found little relationship 

between heart rate and behavioural signs of anxiety. Thus, although the 

present results differ from one set of findings in the literature, they 

appear to be consistent with others- 

What does seem clear is that one of the initial arguments of the 

present study, that more than social anxiety level needs to be addressed 

when examining the field of social anxiety and shyness, has been 

supported. In Study 1 subjects were assessed on a number of shyness 

dimensions, including social anxiety, behavioural inhibition, and 

avoidance, but Study 2 focused on the social anxiety dimension. The 

inconsistent results of Study 2 would likely be better accounted for if 

other variables were taken into account, such as behavioural inhibition, 

social avoidance, social skill, self-efficacy, and cognitive style. 

These issues are discussed in greater detail in the section, 

"Recommendations for Future Research". 

It is important to take into account how a particular individual 

perceives a particular social experience. While the experience may be 

interpreted as threatening for the majority of people, not all people 

may see it as so. Certainly, individual differences need to be taken 

into account but it is also important to recognize that situational 

factors have a strong influence. In fact, in Study 2, it was 

manipulation of the situational variable that had the greatest impact on 

the various 'anxiousw behaviours that were measured. Four of the eight 

main dependent variables showed differential effects across the two 

levels of the situational variable (high vs. low expertise). In 

contrast, only two of the main dependent variables showed differences 

across the two levels of the dispositional variable (high vs. low social 

anxiety) . 



The present study was unable to uncover interactions between 

dispositional and situational variables. Future research is required to 

determine whether conceptualizations of social anxiety and shyness that 

are able to accommodate these interactions will prove to be more 

successful over the longer term or whether they will only serve to 

needlessly complicate our understanding. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Useful information was gained both in regard to dispositional and 

situational factors affecting shyness but only a limited number of 

factors were chosen for examination in these two studies. In terms of 

dispositional factors, the evidence suggests that it is a useful 

practice to separate affect from behaviour. It nay sven be a necessary 

first step, especially for those individuals whose anxiety and behaviour 

are not consistent with one another. Without a doubt, most people show 

consistency between their affect and behaviour; this relationship has 

been well documented in the literature and was supported by the findings 

of Study 1. 

Evidently, however, not everyone is consistent. Some individuals 

experience little in the way of anxiety but display a great deal of 

avoidant or inhibited behaviour. Others experience high levels of 

anxiety but behavioural indicators of their anxiety are scarce or 

nonexistent. Those who demonstrate lcw anxiety and high inhibition and 

avoieance are probably of only limited interest in that their 

inconsistency can probably be explained by lack of motivation/interest 

on their part to engage in social interactions. They probably are 

relatively uninterested in other people, 

The other group, however, those who experience high anxiety but 

sbw little inhibition or avoidance are of particular interest. The 

question as to +hat it is that allows these individuals to interact 

fully while others with similar high anxiety levels cannot is an 

interesting one. A number of explanations have been offered (e-g., 
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level of social skill, physiological reactivity) and additional research 

in these areas would likely be fruitful. 

Once affect and behaviour hax~e been successfully separated, it 

becomes possible to apply them to a wide range of dispositional 

variables such as those investigated in the present study (anxiety 

sensitivity and impostor feelings). This, in itself, is not a new field 

of inquiry as social anxiety and shyness have been studied in relation 

to assertiveness, loneliness, academic and vocational performance, and 

self-monitoring, to name only a few. What has not been done is first 

separating affect from behaviour and then applying each to these other 

domains of behaviour. 

By doing so, more precise models can be developed as to how 

anxiety and behaviour interact. A nmnber of useful models already exist 

(e.g., self-presentation, social skills, physiological reactivity, self- 

efficacy) postulating factors that were not included in the present 

study as having an important bearing on the experience of social anxiety 

(e-g., Turner, Beidel, Dancu, & Keys, 1986) and their focus on social 

skills]. Additional research may find more support for existing 

theories or may help in the discovery of new ways of understanding the 

phenomena of social anxiety and shyness. 

Another avenue of inquiry involves continued efforts to develop 

better means of measuring affect and behaviour. This need is especially 

relevant with regard to assessing anxious behaviour. The validity and 

reliability of the self-report measures used in the present study have 

been well investigated and documented. In addition, using subscales and 

drawing items from the scales (as was done for the Social Avoidance and 

Distress Scale and the Cheek and Buss Shyness Scale, respectively) has 

been successfully attempted in the past and has been found to be 

appropriate (Innes & Thomas, 1989; Leary et al., 1986). 

The issue of molar vs. molecular behaviours 

Introduction, and the choice over what behaviours 

was discussed in the 

are included for 



investigation is an important one. Molecular behaviours help in 

increasing specificity and precision of measurement, however the way 

these specific behaviours interact is also important and can be examined 

when selecting more global or molar behaviours for investigation. 

What seems clear is that it is not only the quantity of a 

particular behaviour that is important but also the quality. For 

example, when examining verbal output, one can assess the amount of 

talking, as was the case in the present study. However, other factors 

may also be important. Fischetti, Curran, and Wessberg (1977) examined 

the timing of verbal behaviours and uncovered differences between 

socially anxious and non-socially anxious individuals. Likewise, Leary, 

Knight, and Johnson (1987) examined the content of verbal output and 

found this variable to be an important one. 

In terms of situational variables, perceived expertise of one's 

social partner was chosen for examination in the present study. It 

seems quite clear that different situations can increase or decrease the 

experience of social anxiety for most people. As Zimbardo (1977) notes, 

while a certain portion of the population considers itself 

dispositionally shy, another portion describes itself as situationally 

shy. A number of other situational variables await further 

investigation (e-g., audience size, audience status, task novelty, 

personal importance of the social event). 

A useful follow-up to this study would involve first dividing 

subjects on affect and on behaviour before subjecting them to an 

experimental manipulation. This study did not do this, instead dividing 

subjects only on the basis of their self-reported social anxiety scores. 

With more subjects one could divide into high and low anxiety and high 

and low behavioural inhibition and avoidance. In addition, a repeated 

aeasures design could be implemented where all subjects are exposed to 

all conditions. Doing so might help to explain some of the 

inconsistencies that were evident in Study 2. 



In conclusion, the study of social anxiety and shyness show the 

area to be interesting and complicated. The phenomena appear to be 

gaining more attenelon both in relation to everyday discomfort as well 

as within the realm of more serious or clinical distress, in conditions 

such as social phobia and avoidant personality disorder. Additional 

research can help in gaining a greater understanding of these phenomena 

and can also paint researchers and clinicians in the direction of 

discovering better ways to alleviate the distress experienced by those 

who suffer from this condition. 
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