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The S-R Inventory of Anxiousness is critically ex-
amined for its appropriateness as a research strate-
gy to demonstrate sources of behavioral variance.
The purpose, development, use of the inventory,
and ensuing analysis are reviewed. Three major
problems are discussed in light of the research
questions. These problems include (1) the apparent
lack of distinction between person and mode of
response, (2) influence of the nonrandom selection
of situation and mode of response on the results of
the analysis, and (3) problems in specifying and as-
sessing the nature of person-situation interactions.
Although initial efforts to statistically demonstrate
variance contribution of interactions deserve recog-
nition, it is maintained that the variance compon-
ents approach and previous application of the S-R
Inventory of Anxiousness do not lead to clarifying
the specific nature of person-situation interactions
in influencing anxiousness. Rather, it is suggested
that future research on person-situation interactions
would benefit by identifying specific person and
situation characteristics and incorporating aspects
of both these factors into a systematic research de-
sign.

Whether situation variables or person vari-
ables constitute the major source of behavioral
variance has been a topic of theoretical debate
and empirical research (e.g., Argyle & Little,
1972; Bowers, 1973; Ekehammar, 1974; Endler,
1975, 1977; Endler & Magnusson, 1976, 1978;
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Krauskopf, 1978; Mischel, 1968, 1973). The aim
of early work on this issue was to demonstrate
either cross-situational consistency or situation-
al specificity of behaviors. Empirical support for
the former implied that person variables provide
more important data in explaining behavioral
variation, and support for the latter suggested
that situation rather than person variables are of

greater predictive value. However, recognition
that both variables are essential determinants of
behaviors led to the emergence of the inter-
actionist position, which has since gained wide
support as a logical resolution of this person-
situation debate. Thus, person-situation inter-
actions became a substantive topic in its own

right and, as such, has generated extensive
studies employing a variety of methodological
strategies.
The most popular research strategy has at-

tempted to demonstrate the magnitude of inter-
active effects relative to the separate effects of
persons and situations. Endler, Hunt, and
Rosenstein’s (1962) application of this strategy is
particularly noteworthy. In this early and in-
fluential study, the authors introduced and de-
veloped the self-report S-R Inventory of
Anxiousness and used it as a &dquo;variance com-

ponents strategy&dquo; (Endler, 1966) to estimate and
to compare the relative effects of individual dif-
ferences (person), situation, and person-situa-
tion interaction sources in accounting for total
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variation in anxiety responses. The S-R Inven-
tory was used by the authors as a method for da-
ta collection in response to the apparent need for
assessment techniques that incorporated person,
situation, and response mode characteristics in
measuring individual differences in anxiety.
Another line of research moves away from

mere statistical comparison of variance com-
ponents sizes derived from single administra-
tions of self-report measures, such as the series
of studies reported by Endler and his colleagues
(Endler, 1966, 1975, 1977; Endler & Hunt, 1966,
1969; Endler, Hunt, & Rosenstein, 1962). In-
stead, the research emphasizes measurement of
specific behaviors, in vivo, across different situa-
tions and different individuals. That is, the re-
search is directed toward understanding how in-
dividuals differ among themselves in their re-

sponses in specified situations and how the indi-
vidual’s behaviors vary as a function of change
in situational variables. The associated methods
of data collection-such as behavioral sampling
(Mariotto & Paul, 1975); direct observation and
monitoring of behaviors (Goldfried & Kent,
1972); daily record keeping of a particular re-
sponse (Epstein, 1979); ratings by significant
others (Bem & Allen, 1974); and systematic vari-
ation of situational factors-have expanded the
scope of the person-situation interaction litera-
ture and have correspondingly contributed to
the study of personality. In this research context,
self-report measures, such as the S-R Inventory
of Anxiousness, can meaningfully function as
one type of dependent measure (e.g., Paul, 1966)
but not as an all inclusive &dquo;research design,&dquo; as
Endler and his colleagues (Endler, 1966, 1975,
1977; Endler & Hunt, 1966, 1969; Endler et al.,
1962) have so consistently endorsed.
The present paper addresses the inadequacies

of the former variance components approach as
initially used by Endler and his colleagues (End-
ler, 1966, 1975; Endler & Hunt, 1966, 1969;
Endler et al., 1962). More specifically, in light of
continued application of Endler’s methodology
and increased attention given to the latter em-
pirical strategy to assess the effects of person-

situation interactions, the purpose of this paper
is to critically examine the appropriateness of
using the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness as a re-
search strategy to investigate sources of be-
havioral variability.

The S-R Inventory of Anxiousness:
Description and Analysis

Endler et al. (1962) developed the S-R Inven-
tory of Anxiousness and used it as a method-

ological strategy to demonstrate the relative con-
tributions of persons, situations, modes of re-
sponse, and their interactions to subject vari-
ability in anxiety (Endler & Hunt, 1966, 1969).
The original inventory consisted of 11 potential-
ly anxiety-arousing situations. According to the
investigators, these situations were selected (1)
on intuitive bases and (2) for their relevance to
anxiety-arousing experiences of college students.
Following presentation of each situation, sub-
jects rated themselves on a 5-point rating scale
on 14 anxiety response indicators, which the in-
vestigators termed modes of response. Modes of
response included both physiological and overt
behavioral indicators of anxiousness and were
selected to represent both positive and negative
&dquo;drive.&dquo; Items from the MMPI and the Taylor
Manifest Anxiety Scale were also included.

Therefore, a total of 154 items were rated by
each subject: 14 modes of response x 11 situa-
tions. In short, the inventory was conceptualized
as a three-dimensional data matrix representing
three main sources-Modes of Response, Situa-
tions, and Persons-and the data were treated
as those obtained in an experimental design.

In the initial study, Endler et al. (1962) em-
ployed a three-way fully crossed random effects
model with one observation per cell and com-

puted mean squares for each of the three main
factors (Modes of Response, Situations, and Per-
sons) and three two-way interactions (Modes of
Response x Situations, Modes of Response x Per-
sons, Situations x Persons). The analysis indi-
cated that in one sample the mean square for
Situations was 11 times greater than the mean
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squares for Persons. As a result of this analysis,
the importance of Situation in the assessment of
anxiety was emphasized. However, in a subse-
quent analysis of the data (Endler & Hunt, 1966)
which compared the relative contributions of
each variance component, it was found that in-
dividual differences among Persons, Situations,
and Modes of Response, per se, did not account
for a larger portion of the total variance. In-

stead, the results demonstrated a sizable third of
the total variance to be attributable to the

simple interactions between the main sources.
The result was substantiated by findings of a
subsequent study (Endler & Hunt, 1969). In

sum, these investigators concluded that no

single source can sufficiently explain behavioral
variability in anxiety; rather, interactions of the
major sources of variance must be examined.

Problems in Employing the S-R Inventory
of Anxiousness as a Methodological

Strategy to Investigate
Souroes of Behavioral Variabllity

What Does Person Represent in the
Analysis of the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness?

Endler and Hunt (1966) concluded that person
(individual differences) accounts for relatively
small proportions of total variation in anxiety re-
sponses. However, person conceived as an inde-
pendent source of variance raises questions:
That is, what does person meaningfully repre-
sent in the authors’ data analytic strategy? In
their design, subjects responded specifically to
11 specific situations through 14 modes of re-
sponses (Cartwright, 1975). Obviously, individ-
ual differences in anxiousness are reflected in in-
dividual variations of response patterns. The S-
R Inventory was, in fact, designed to incorporate
different modes of response such that person
differences in anxiety may be discerned. To the
extent that these modes of response may be con-
sidered alternatively as multiple dependent mea-
sures (Ekehammar, 1974) for the measurement
of anxiousness, person differences in response

patterns lead to a direct assessment of individ-
ual differences in anxiousness across situations

sampled. Therefore, it is quite apparent that
mode of response constitutes a characteristic of
the individual and that the distinction between

person and modes of response in the present
context lacks empirical clarity. Rather, person is
more aptly defined as &dquo;response generators&dquo;
(Shine & Bower, 1971), as conceptualized in the
ANOVA model for intrasubject designs (see
Hersen & Barlow, 1976). If the inventory is to be
applied and interpreted as an &dquo;experimental de-
sign&dquo; in the conventional ANOVA design sense
rather than as an instrument to measure the de-

gree of a person’s self-report of anxiousness, fu-
ture efforts should be directed to clarifying the
distinction between person and mode of re-

sponse.

How Does the Selected Model and the Main
Factors Influence the Results of the Analysis?

As previously noted, the original inventory
sampled 11 situations and 14 modes of response.
Levels of both the Situation and Mode of Re-

sponse factors were not selected at random from
the population of levels for each factor (Endler
et al., 1962). However, both of these factors were
treated by the investigators as fully crossed and
random. Their design, indeed, is more appro-
priately a mixed model with Persons random
and Situations and Modes of Response fixed.
The authors argued that because the mixed-
model assumes triple interaction to be zero and
because such interaction in their study of

anxiousness has &dquo;psychological meaning&dquo; (End-
ler, 1966), they opted for the random model. Al-
though it is important to study triple interaction,
it is an empirical question to be investigated
rather than a question of a statistical model.
Endler stated that &dquo;the most practical solution
when using the S-R Inventory is to have replica-
tions with different sample groups and to use
different forms of the inventory&dquo; (Endler, 1966,
p. 568). Nonetheless, the generalizability of re-
sults from each analysis may be limited.
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Furthermore, the relative contribution of the
main effects can be artificially inflated as a func-
tion of the range of items selected for inclusion
in modes of response and situations (Cartwright,
1975). Likewise, person variables can influence
the magnitude of variance attributable to situa-
tions and mode of response (Cartwright, 1975;
Golding, 1975). As empirically demonstrated by
Cartwright (1975), such influences will be mani-
fested in the coefficient of variance component,
which can be obtained by forming the product of
n and the number of levels of the variables not
included in the subscript of the variance com-
ponent under consideration (Gaito, 1960). This
issue is particularly critical because the authors’
research questions require the comparison of
variance attributable to each source with the to-
tal variance. Given this design and selection pro-
cedure for the main factors, the generalizability
of the findings must be questioned.
These design and analysis problems derive

from the authors’ confusing application of a
self-report instrument that simultaneously func-
tions as (1) a method of data collection and (2)
an experimental design that permits a statistical
determination of the relative contribution of
main and interactive effects to variation in

anxiety responses. Related concerns have been
raised by Magnusson (1976), among others (01-
weus, 1977; Epstein, 1977), who pointed out that
it is the applications of the variance components
strategy that confuses the very important dis-
tinction between &dquo;interaction&dquo; as a theoretical
issue and &dquo;interaction&dquo; as a statistical term in
the ANOVA design.

Does the Use of the S-R Inventory of
Anxiousness Contribute to the

Specification of Behavior In Situations?

Endler and his colleagues (Endler, 1966, 1975;
Endler & Hunt, 1966, 1969; Endler et al., 1962)
used the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness tu demon-
strate the importance of assessing person, situa-
tion, and their interactions in accounting for
anxiety responses; and as such, it is a significant

improvement over global trait anxiety measures.
Indeed, the inventory has the advantage of ask-
ing specific responses of the subjects in specific
situations. However, their method of data collec-
tion and the ensuing data analysis do not lead to
specification and assessment of how particular
situations and person characteristics interact to
influence behavior.
Given the design employed in their research,

the data merely provide information regarding
the relative size of the variance attributable to
each source. Although the inventory examines
subjects’ specific modes of response to 11 situa-
tions, the variance components analysis does not
provide information regarding differential re-

sponding across situations. As their design con-
tains single observations per cell, the triple inter-
action is confounded with error. Furthermore,
simple main effects across subjects for each level
of persons cannot be examined because each

subject constitutes a level of the person factor.
Thus, if person-specific responses are to be ob-
tained in specific situations, the present design
and analysis are not suitable, since each main
factor is collapsed against each other in order to
demonstrate variance contributions of the main
sources. Although the advantage of the inven-
tory over previous anxiety scales lies in its ability
to elicit a person’s specific responses in specific
situations, the investigators’ use of the scale
needs reconsideration.

Summary and Conclusion

The series of studies conducted by Endler and
his colleagues using the S-R Inventory of

Anxiousness clearly indicate the importance of
assessing effects due to both the person and the
situation. As Cronbach (1975) has maintained,
the study of human behavior must be a study of
higher order interactions. Although initial ef-
forts to demonstrate statistically the variance
contribution of person-situation interactions de-
serve recognition, neither the variance com-

ponents approach nor previous applications of
the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness lead to the
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clarification of how person and situation inter-
act to evoke specific behaviors (Magnusson,
1976; Olweus, 1977). Experimental designs are
needed that permit people to respond to the pre-
sentation of situational stimuli so that their be-
haviors can be directly measured. In such ex-
perimental contexts, the S-R Inventory of
Anxiousness can serve more productively as self-
report dependent measures across different situ-
ations. For example, Mariotto and Paul (1975)
have provided direct behavioral data demon-

strating the interaction effects of person and sit-
uation in their program evaluation of experi-
mental treatments for chronic mental patients.
To fully evaluate the nature of person-situation
interactions, there is a definite need to specify
what aspects of person and situation are being
studied vis-a-vis specific target behaviors.
Recently, several papers have examined the

nature of person-situation interaction from the
viewpoint of improving reliability/stability coef-
ficients of subjects’ responses on self-report
measures. In their attempt to clarify person vari-
ables, Bem and Allen (1974) asked subjects to
report the degree to which they considered

themselves &dquo;consistent&dquo; across various situa-
tions in their &dquo;friendliness.&dquo; Those subjects who
described themselves as &dquo;variable&dquo; across situa-
tions tended to show lower reliability coefficients
when their self-ratings were correlated. Further,
the same results were obtained for ratings by
others and direct behavioral measures in actual
situations. These results point toward specifica-
tion of person and individual differences in re-

sponse variability. Similar data led Epstein
(1979) to conclude that &dquo;there are marked indi-
vidual differences in the degree to which indi-
viduals exhibit stability in their personality pro-
files&dquo; (p. 1110).
Another promising line of research concerns

the extent to which individuals’ behaviors ap-
proach the significant level of stability. It is al-
ready clear that behavior at any particular in-
stance is highly situation-specific (Mischel,
1968). However, situational specificity of be-
havior does not necessarily imply that behavior-

al stability and consistency is lacking. For ex-
ample, Epstein (1979) asked subjects to keep
daily records of pleasant and unpleasant emo-
tional experiences and response tendencies for
those experiences. He then computed between-
subject reliability coefficients for pleasant and
unpleasant experience variables and found that
mean reliability coefficients increased as a func-
tion of the number of days sampled. As Epstein
reported, &dquo;when measures of behavior are

averaged over an increasing number of events,
stability coefficients increase to high levels&dquo; (p.
1097). Therefore, when subjects rated their spe-
cific emotional experiences in specific daily situ-
ations, reliability of the method itself improved
to a high degree. Additionally, when behavioral
measures were sampled and averaged across oc-
casions, validity coefficients reached higher
levels of statistical significance. Similar patterns
demonstrating significant relationships between
person characteristics (i.e., attitudes) and multi-
ple behavioral criteria were shown by Ajzen and
Fishbein (1977) when greater degrees of cor-
respondence existed between predictor and cri-
terion measures.
The above findings strongly indicate that ef-

fective self-report measures should specify situa-
tions and responses; furthermore, these mea-
sures should be administered in relevant situa-
tions alone. To the contrary, Endler and his col-
leagues asked subjects to respond to all the 11
different situations in one self-report testing ses-
sion. Such strategies do not yield data on situa-
tion-specific responses; thus, variance due to
situation, person, and their interaction does not
aid clarification of these three factors. In short,
the more specific the form of an inventory
becomes, the more reliable are the resulting da-
ta. Single occasion scores on standard personal-
ity measures characterized by nonspecific and
global indices of personality without situational
restrictions fail to achieve acceptable levels of re-
liability across situations and fail to predict a
specific person’s response in specific situations.
However, as recent evidence suggests, when
single occasion measurements of both predictor

Downloaded from the Digital Conservancy at the University of Minnesota, http://purl.umn.edu/93227.  
May be reproduced with no cost by students and faculty for academic use.  Non-academic reproduction  

requires payment of royalties through the Copyright Clearance Center, http://www.copyright.com/ 



234

and criterion variables are &dquo;aggregated&dquo; across
occasions, behavioral predictions markedly im-
prove (Epstein, 1980). In sum, future research
on person-situation interactions would benefit
by identifying specific person and situation
characteristics and incorporating aspects of
these factors in a systematic research design.
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