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Abstract

This measurement study reports on the validity and reliability of Okabayashi and Seiwa’s (1991) version of the Interaction and
Audience Anxiousness Scale (Leary, 1983) in the second language acquisition context. The target population of this study was
Japanese university students. Responses from university students at two universities in western Japan (N = 307) comprised the
dataset for this study. Normality of test items was examined, and reliability estimates (Cronbach’s alpha) for the two subscales
that make up the instrument were calculated. The fit of the two-factor model hypothesized by Okabayashi and Seiwa (1991)
was tested using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and the results showed good fit for the proposed model. The practical and
theoretical implications of these results for future research are discussed.

Key Words : social anxiety, English education, group-work, confirmatory factor analysis

1. Introduction

The social dynamics inherent in the use of group work in the
language classroom—the novelty of the activities, the
uncertainty of working with unfamiliar partners and the need to
express themselves in a foreign language—have the potential to
engender feelings of anxiety in learners, much more so than in
amore traditional, teacher-centered classroom. Up to now, one
of the primary concerns with regards to anxiety in the English
as a Foreign Language (EFL) context has been that of foreign
language anxiety (FLA; see Horwitz, 2010, for a timeline of
research in this area). However, as interaction-centered
approaches such as Communicative Language Teaching and
Task-Based Language Teaching have taken a larger role in
language learning classrooms (Leeming, 2011), increased
attention needs to be given to the role that social anxiety plays
in student attitudes towards language learning. Both King and
Smith (2017) and Zhou (2016) have noted a lack of research
into the impact of social anxiety on language learning.
However, for research in this area to progress in Japan, there is
aneed for reliable and valid instruments to measure social
anxiety in the language learning context (Xethakis, 2020). This
study represents an attempt to address this need by examining
the reliability and validity of the Japanese version of the
Interaction and Audience Anxiousness Scale (IAS-AAS;
Okabayashi & Seiwa, 1991).

2. Literature Review

For the researcher or practitioner interested in social anxiety,
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there exist a large number of measures, focused on a wide
range of aspects that can be subsumed under this overarching
construct (see Leary, 1991 or Orsillo, 2002 for summaries and
reviews of a number of these measures). Among the more
prominent of these is the instrument chosen for inclusion in this
study, the Interaction and Audience Anxiousness Scale (IAS-
AAS; Leary, 1983). As Nichols and Webster (2015) note, the
IAS-AAS “addressed and overcame limitations of the earlier
scales, and consequently became a widely adopted measure of
social anxiety” (p. 110).

One reason this instrument is particularly useful for the
study of social anxiety in the classroom is the fact that it
consists of items which are concemed with both contingent and
noncontingent situations. Leary and Kowalski (1995) make a
distinction between these two classes of social situations that
can elicit feelings of unease or distress. The first of these are
social situations where an individual’s responses depend on, or
are contingent upon, the actions of others. Examples of
contingent social situations include conversations, interviews,
mixing at parties, and interacting in groups—situations similar
to the group-work situation in the language classroom. The
second category of situations are those where an individual’s
actions are primarily planned out beforehand, and so their
actions are for the most part not contingent upon others’ actions.
As aresult, they vary little in response to the actions of others.
Noncontingent situations are exemplified by events such as
giving speeches or presentations and performing in front of an

audience.
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Both contingent and noncontingent situations occur with
regularity in group work contexts in the language classroom,
and for this reason, it would be advantageous for any
instrument adopted for use in research or practice in this area to
contain items or subscales which purport to examine both the
contingent and noncontingent situations which might engender
feelings of distress in learners who are socially anxious.

As the name implies, the Interaction and Audience
Anxiousness Scale, comprises two subscales, one concerned
with feelings of unease in contingent social encounters, the
Interaction Anxiousness Scale (IAS), and the other, the
Audience Anxiousness Scale (AAS), concerned with
circumstances that could be considered noncontingent in
nature. The IAS-AAS, in its original long-form (Leary, 1983),
was initially developed from a pool of 87 items selected on the
basis of two criteria: 1) that the situations described in the items
were concermned with forms of social interaction, rather than
evaluation or the performance of a task; and 2) that the item
denoted feelings of anxiety, such as nervousness, worry or
discomfort, or its opposite, such as feelings of comfort or
relaxation, but at the same time did not portray a behavioral
element. This pool of items was piloted with 112
undergraduates, who responded on a 5-point Likert scale
indicating the degree to which each of the items was true of
them. Items were correlated with their hypothesized category
(interaction or audience anxiety), and those with a correlation
less than .40 were removed. This resulted in a total of 37 items.
These items were given to a second group of university
students (n = 123), and based on the correlations between
items, 10 items were removed, leaving a total of 27 items
divided between the two categories of interaction anxiousness,
15 items, and audience anxiousness, 12 items. For this sample,
the reliability estimate (Cronbach’s alpha) for each scale
was .88. This 27-item version was then tested on a third sample
of university students (r = 363). The items correlated with their
respective scales at greater than .50, while the alpha values for
each of the scales were .89 (interaction anxiousness) and .91
(audience anxiousness), respectively. In this sample, the degree
of correlation between the two scales was found to be .44.

Leary and Kowalski (1993) examined the construct and
criterion-related validity of the IAS, using a large pool of data
(1,864 respondents) compiled from several separate studies
conducted by the authors and concluded that the IAS possessed
a high degree of reliability, with Cronbach alpha values
between .87 and .89 in the various studies considered. The
concurrent validity of the IAS was confirmed in this study

using responses on a large number of instruments, 23 in total,
examining a wide range of subjective and behaviorally related
aspects, such as self-consciousness, shyness, embarrassability,
blushing and body consciousness. Responses on the IAS were
found to correlate highly with other scales assessing
generalized social anxiety, while they correlated less strongly
with measures focused on more specific aspects of the
construct. Discriminant validity was also ascertained, and it was
determined that the IAS measures a construct other than
general anxiety or neuroticism.

‘While no similar review for the AAS has, to the best
knowledge of the authors, been published, the AAS has shown
a very high degree of reliability in studies conducted by other
authors. Sabini, Siepmann, Stein and Meyerowitz (2000)
calculated a reliability estimate (Cronbach’s alpha) of .93 for
this scale, while in Hazel, McMahon and Schmidt’s (2011)
study this value was only slightly lower at .91. Moreover, in the
study conducted by Sabini and his colleagues, the AAS was
found to correlate highly with a scale the authors used to
measure respondents’ feelings of unease at being the center of
attention in a social situation, which suggests a degree of
construct validity in the AAS, as well.

Furthermore, while the use of the AAS has been employed
primarily in contexts where public performance is a significant
factor (e.g., Hazel, et al., 2011; Sabini et al., 2000), the IAS has
been used to examine the impact of interactional anxiety on a
number of other factors related to working in groups, such as
social skills (Miller, 1995), leadership and collaboration (Steed,
Slater, Sadagic, Bullock & Tromp, 1999), interpersonal
relations (Heerey & Kring, 2007), brainstorming in groups
(Camacho & Paulus, 1995), and online social interactions
(Tian, 2013).

The ITAS-AAS has also been widely used in the Japanese
population. Okabayashi and Seiwa (1991) adapted the
instrument for use in the Japanese population, and their version
of the IAS-AAS (or as it is often referred to in the Japanese
literature, the I-AA scale) has been employed in studying the
impact of social anxiety on a number of factors related to pair-
and group-work in the language classroom, such as,
communication in face-to-face and online environments
(Nishimura, 2005), performance anxiety (Yoshie &
Shigematsu, 2007), and speech anxiety (Matsumoto, 2014).

Okabayashi and Seiwa’s version of the IAS-ASS was
developed on the basis of an exploratory factor analysis (EFA)
conducted on a dataset of responses from university students (n
=140), using the 27 items from Leary’s (1983) original scale.
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The results from the initial varimax rotation indicated a three-
factor solution, with items from the AAS subscale loading
primarily on the first factor, and those from the IAS subscale
loading primarily on the third factor. The second factor
comprised six items: four from the IAS and two from the AAS.
Of these items, five were considered to express positive
feelings towards a situation (these are, interestingly, five of the
six reversed scored items on the IAS-AAS), while one item
was considered to express a broad general tendency, rather than
amore specific feeling of anxiety. For these reasons, the six
items were removed from the analysis, and a second EFA was
conducted. This resulted in a two-factor structure, similar to that
of Leary’s (1983) original instrument. In order to shorten and
simplify the scale, seven items from each factor were chosen on
the basis of factor loading and item content and a third EFA was
conducted. This resulted in a 14-item, two-factor, simple
structure. The brevity of Okabayashi and Seiwa’s version of the
TAS-ASS can be seen as a distinct advantage for the use of this
instrument in classroom settings.

With the greater use of pair- and group-work in the English
language classroom, the greater degree of interpersonal
interaction that comes with it, and the strong impact that
feelings of social anxiety can have on such interactions, there is
aneed for evidence-based measurement of learner’s social
anxiety. The IAS-AAS was chosen as a suitable instrument for
use in the Japanese EFL context due to its focus on both
contingent as well as noncontingent social situations, evidence
of its reliability and validity, as well as the brief nature of the
Japanese version and its previous use in the Japanese
population. This study, which has undertaken an investigation
of the IAS-AAS in the Japanese EFL context, is an incremental
step in the establishment of secure empirical foundations for

further research in this area.

3. Methodology
3.1 Participants
A total of 345 responses were collected from students enrolled
in one public and one private university in western Japan. There
were 178 males and 156 females (eleven respondents did not
provide a gender) among the respondents, and their ages ranged
from 18 to 29, with a median age of 19 years old. Two
responses were removed for missing data.. The analysis
described below is based on the data from the remaining 343
responses.

Prior to commencing the survey, participants were

informed by the administrator of the survey that they were not

required to take part in the survey, and that participation was
completely voluntary. Informed consent was obtained by the
inclusion of a form at the top of the survey paper asking for
participants’ informed consent and clearly stating in Japanese
that those not wishing to participate could do so merely by
leaving the form blank. There was no specified time limit
within which participants were expected to complete the

survey, however most completed the form within 10 minutes.

3.2 Instrument

As described above, Okabayashi and Seiwa’s (1991) version of
the IAS-AAS comprises 14 items in total, with the items
divided between two subscales. The first of these, the IAS,
comprises Items 1-7, while the second subscale, the AAS,
comprises Items 8-14. Responses to each of the items are on a
S-point Likert scale, with 1 being semantically anchored to not
at all characteristic of me, and 5 to extremely characteristic of
me. As each subscale concerns a specific class of social
situation that might trigger anxiety in respondents, i.c.,
contingent situations in the case of the IAS and noncontingent
situations for the AAS, scores for each of the subscales are
computed separately, and there is no composite score for the
entire instrument.

3.3 Analytical Procedures

Data collected from participants (scores on the IAS-AAS, age,
and gender) was entered into a Microsoft Access 2016
database. For the purpose of calculating descriptive statistics
and reliability estimates (Cronbach’s alpha), the data was
imported into IBM/Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS) software (Version 21). First, means for each item, their
standard deviations, and degree of skew and kurtosis were
calculated. The univariate normality of the scores was
determined following the recommendation of Tabachnick and
Fidell (2013), i.e., values > -2 or <2 for skew and kurtosis.
Next, an estimate of reliability, Cronbach’s alpha, was
calculated for each subscale. Following the recommendations
of Fan and Thompson (2001), reliability estimates with
confidence intervals (95%) were computed. A value of .70 or
greater for the reliability of the scale was adopted (Nunnally
and Bemstein, 1994). Finally, confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) was conducted on Okabayashi and Seiwa’s (1991)
proposed 14-item, two-factor structure for the IAS-AAS. using
AMOS (Version 21). Four fit indices—the Tucker-Lewis index
(TLI), the comparative fit index (CFI), the root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA), and the standardized root
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mean squared residual (SRMSR)—were utilized in
conjunction with the chi-square to determine the degree of
model fit. Combining results from the four fit indices together
with the chi-square is one means to overcome the latter’s
tendency to over-reject models. Hu and Bentler (1999) have
recommended cut-off values for each the four fit indices (TLI
and CFI>.95; RMSEA <.06; SRMSR <.08), which are used in
conjunction to evaluate the fit of the model, and these values
were adopted to evaluate the fit of the hypothesized model for
the JAS-AAS.

4. Results

4.1 Descriptive Statistics, Skew and Kurtosis

Descriptive statistics were derived for the 14 items on the IAS-
AAS. The descriptive statistics for each item on the IAS scale
are presented in Table 1 below. As can be seen in the table, the
highest mean among the items was 3.58 for Item 9, while the
lowest mean was that for Item 3 with, with a value of 2.25. The
standard deviations ranged from 1.097, for Item 3, to 1.410, for
Item 14. Values for skew and kurtosis for all items were within
the acceptable range of > -2 or <2, and thus the scores were
determined to possess a sufficient degree of univariate

normality for use in factor analysis.

Table 1: Item Means, Standard Deviation, Skew and Kurtosis for the Items on the
TAS-AAS

Item M SD Skew Kurtosis
1 298 1.182 151 -882
2 232 1.140 549 -530
3 225 1.097 698 -.185
4 2.65 1.185 397 =727
5 245 1.156 A79 -.646
6 2.90 1.329 020 -1.225
7 3.06 1.187 050 -961
8 2.85 1.239 341 -976
9 3.58 1.172 -324 -994
10 276 1.298 309 -1.005
11 293 1218 169 -971
12 2.63 1.247 39 -.866
13 2.96 1214 133 -994
14 324 1410 -.186 -1.281

4.2 Reliability Estimates

The reliability estimates (Cronbach’s alpha) and respective

confidence intervals for scores on the two subscales of the [AS-
AAS are presented in Table 2. The reliability estimates for the
subscales exceed the .70 cut-off value by a fair margin, with
even the lower bounds of the 95% confidence intervals

above .80. These values are similar to the alpha values for the
IAS and AAS reported in other studies. Values for the IAS have
been between .81 (Renshaw, 2004) and .89 (Sasaki & Tanno,
2006), with the AAS exhibiting values between .81 (Yoshie &
Shigematsu, 2007) and .91 (Sasaki & Tanno, 2006). The results
in this study, together with those of past studies, provide a
degree of evidence that the subscales of the IAS-AAS exhibit a
high degree of reliability.

Table 2: Reliability Estimates, Confidence Intervals for Alpha (95%), Scale
Means, and Scale Standard Deviations for Scores on the IAS-AAS

Cronbach's 95% Confidence Scale SD for
Subscale
alpha Intervals Mean Scale
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
1AS 834 805 859 18.62 5.87
AAS 385 365 903 2094 6.78

4.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis
A CFA was conducted in order to directly test the two-factor,
14-item structure postulated by Okabayashi and Seiwa (1991).
For the purpose of determining the degree of fit between the
proposed models and the scores in the data, a selection of
goodness-of-fit indices, the RMSEA, the SRMSR, the TLI, and
the CFI, were employed in addition to the ¥2 test statistic. In
order to ascertain the degree of multivariate non-normality in
the data, Mardia’s co-efficient was employed.

The model tested possessed 105 distinct sample moments,
29 distinct parameters to be estimated, with 76 degrees of
freedom, and thus was overidentified. For this model, the
results of the fit indices were as follows (Hu and Bentler’s
[1999] cut-off values in parentheses): TLI .938 (>.95), CFI.949
(>.95); RMSEA .063 (<.06); SRMSR .0469 (<.08). The value
for the 42 was 180.508 with a probability level of .000. A
degree of multivariate non-normality in the data was indicated
by the value for Mardia’s coefficient for this model, 17.650,
which is close to the threshold value of 5.0. Taken in
combination, which is the procedure recommended by Hu and
Bentler (1999), the values for the goodness-of-fit indices for the
model, which border closely on the recommended values,
strongly suggest at least an adequate degree of fit between the
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underlying structure of the data and the structure specified by
the model.

Inspection of the goodness-of-fit indices is the first step in
determining the overall, or global, fit of a model. When these
indices indicate a sufficient degree of fit between the model and
the scores themselves, Brown (2015), Byrne (2016), and Kline
(2011) all suggest that the researcher examine the modification
indices and standardized residuals in order to determine if
specific relationships in the model exhibit signs of
misspecification.

The modification indices for the error covariances of this
model can be seen in Table 3 below. This table shows only
those indices with a value of 10 or greater, as relationships with
values less than this are often considered to have little to no
effect on the fit of the model (Byme, 2016). Only three of the
covariance modification indices for this model exceed this
threshold, and even the largest of these by a mere 1.695.
Among the regression weight modification indices, only one
value, that between Item 18 and Item 8, produced a value
greater than 10, at 11.828. The small magnitude of these indices
and their relative dearth suggest that there are few, if any areas

of misspecification in the measurement model.

Table 3: Covariance Modification Indices for the IAS-AAS Measurement Model

Covariance Modification Index
e8 <> el8 11.695
e7 < el6 10.803
e4 <> e8 10.378

After the inspection of the modification indices was
completed, the standardized residuals for this model were
examined. In determining the significance of the values for the
residuals, an absolute value greater than 1.96 is often adopted as
the cut-off for residuals, as this corresponds to a statistically
significant z score (p =.05), meaning that the unaccounted-for
covariance is more than likely not due simply to chance
(Brown, 2015). Out of a total of 91 residuals for this model,
only four (4.3%) had a value greater than 1.96, with the highest
absolute value of these being 2.325 (The complete table of
standardized residuals for the model are available from the
authors upon request).

The small number of residuals surpassing the cut-off can be
interpreted as a further indication that there is not a significant
degree of misspecification found in this model. This result,
taken together with that for the modification indices, and the

values of the goodness-of-fit indices, strongly suggest that the
structure proposed by Okabayashi and Seiwa (1991) for the
IAS-AAS fits the actual underlying structure of the scores in
the dataset to a sufficient degree.

The implications of the results outlined above in regard to
the postulated structures of the IAS-AAS and the use of this
instrument in the Japanese EFL context are considered in the

Discussion section below.

5. Discussion

Since its development by Leary (1983), the IAS-AAS has been
a widely-used instrument for examining subjective affective
and cognitive aspects of social anxiety in both Japanese and
non-Japanese populations. Despite its popularity in both
populations, the hypothesized factor structure of the IAS-ASS
had yet to be confirmed. Evidence either for or against the
structural validity of the 14-item adapted version developed by
Okabayashi and Seiwa (1991) would aid in determining the
viability of the IAS-AAS for use in the Japanese EFL context.
The availability of an evidence-based measure of social anxiety
would enable research in this area to progress with greater
confidence in its derived results. The primary purpose of this
paper has been to provide such evidence through the use of
CFA to directly test the structure postulated by Okabayashi and
Seiwa.

The degree of fit displayed by Okabayashi and Seiwa’s
(1991) version of the IAS-AAS was interpreted to be good on
the basis of three sources of evidence: 1) the goodness-of-fit
indices; 2) the modification indices for the model; and 3) the
standardized residuals for the model.

The goodness-of-fit indices for this version of the IAS-
AAS provide global indications of a sufficient degree of fit
between the underlying structure of the data and the structure
specified by the model. The values for the first of these indices,
the TLI and CFI were very close indeed to Hu and Bentler’s
(1999) recommended values, with the CFI (.949) within a
mere .001 of the recommended value (.95), and the TLI (.938)
only .012 less than this value. This degree of proximity is of
note for two reasons. The first being that both of these indices
are approximate fit indices, and thus their values should be
interpreted on a continuum (Hu & Bentler, 1999, p. 2). Second,
and moreover, as Brown (2015) makes clear, Hu and Bentler
(1999) intentionally include the words “close to” in their
recommendations for acceptable values for goodness-of-fit
indices (e.g., Hu & Bentler, 1999, p. 27). They state that, “it is

difficult to designate a specific cutoff value for each fit index
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because it does not work equally well with various conditions,”
(p.27), and thus values “close to” those of their
recommendations, when used in combination with other
indices, allow researchers to “have more confidence about the
goodness of fit of the model” (p. 28). One example of this
interpretation along a continuum can be found in Brown
(2015). While clearly stating that values less than .90 for the
TLI and the CFI can be interpreted as evidence for the rejection
of amodel, Brown cites Bentler (1990), who proposes that
values of .90 or greater can be interpreted as evidence of good
fit. Hair et al. (2014) also suggest that the values of goodness-
of-fit indices should not be taken as absolutes, but rather need to
be interpreted on the basis of sample size as well as the
characteristics of the model in question. In the case of this
model, where there are more than 250 respondents and more
than 12 observed variables, values for the TLI and CFI

above .92 are indicative of good fit following their guidelines
(Hair et al., 2014). Finally, as Byrne (2016) points out, when
there is a degree of non-normality present in the data, there is a
tendency for the values of CFI and TLI to be underestimated.
On the basis of the above rationales, the values of the TLI and
CFI for the model specifying Okabayashi and Seiwa’s (1991)
version of the IAS-AAS, were interpreted as providing
evidence of good fit between the model and the empirical
structure underlying the scores in this dataset.

The result for the SRMR, which indicates the degree of
difference between the correlations in the dataset and those
predicted by the model (Kline, 2011), was significantly less
than the recommended value, suggesting that there was not a
large degree of difference between these two sets of
correlations, and this again suggests a good degree of fit
between the model and the scores.

The value for the RMSEA could be seen as more
problematic, as it surpassed the recommended value of .06,
albeit by a mere .003. However, as with the TLI and CF]I, this
result is very “close to” the value recommended by Hu and
Bentler (1999), which suggests that the value for the RMSEA
indicates, at least, an acceptable degree of fit. In addition to Hu
and Bentler’s recommendations, a value of less than .08 has
been postulated to suggest adequate fit (See Browne & Cudeck,
1993), with values between .08 and 1.0 suggesting mediocre fit
(See MacCallum et al., 1996). These more relaxed criteria
come from more dated sources, but there is currently a pattern
in the general literature that below .06 is good and below .08 is
adequate. Further evidence for the degree of fit expressed by
the RMSEA can be found in the values for the 90% confidence

intervals calculated for this index. In the case of the model
tested in this study, the values for lower and upper bounds of
the confidence interval were .052 and .075, respectively. A
value below .08 for the upper bound of the confidence interval
can be interpreted as additional evidence for the degree of fit
suggested by the value for the RMSEA (Brown, 2015). Hair et
al. (2014) also recommend that for models with larger sample
sizes (n >250) and more than 12 indicators, RMSEA values of
less than .07, together with a CFI value of .92 or higher suggest
a good degree of fit. Thus, the RMSEA value for the model can
also be interpreted as suggesting good fit.

It should be noted that the result of the y2 test statistic was
significant, and this in turn suggests that degree of fit between
the scores in the dataset and the postulated model may be “not
entirely adequate,” (Byrne, 2011, p.76). There are, however, a
number of factors other than the degree of consistency between
the covariance structure found in the data and that predicted by
the model that can influence the behavior of this statistic, such
as the degree of multivariate non-normality (Kline, 2011), the
sample size (Hair et al., 2014) and the complexity of the model
(Brown, 2015). According to Hair et al. (2014), for a model
with between 12 and 30 indicators and a sample size greater
than 250, as is the case for the model in question here,
significant p-values for 2 should be expected, and thus the fit
of the model should be interpreted in light of the results of the
other indices employed. For this reason, notwithstanding the
result of the 2, the values for the goodness-of-fit indices, when
taken together, were interpreted as evidence for the conclusion
that the model possessed a sufficient degree of fit.

The second and third sources of evidence for this
conclusion were the modification indices and standardized
residuals, which were utilized to look for indications of
localized misspecification in the measurement model. Such
misspecification can exist even in models which exhibit good
fit according to the values of their goodness-of-fit indices, and
thus these values should be examined before making a
determination of a model’s fit (Kline, 2011). In the case of this
model, the modification indices (exceeding the cut-off value of
10) were few in number (three) and surpassed the cut-off by
only small amounts. Byrne (2016) points out that modification
indices with small values, such as those for the model in this
study, are “of little concern,” (p. 104), and thus these results
suggest that the relationships between the scores in the dataset
are being reflected in a sufficiently accurate manner by the
model. Regarding the standardized residuals, only four
exceeded the value of 1.96 that Brown (2015) suggests may
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indicate a source of misspecification other than chance, and
none surpassed the value to be considered large (2.58). These
results can be interpreted as a further indication that the model
hypothesized by Okabayashi and Seiwa (1991) is adequately
accounting for the covariance between the vast majority of
items.

The values of the goodness-of-fit indices, which suggest
good overall fit between the scores in the dataset and the
structure of the model, together with the lack of
misspecification indicated by the modification indices and the
values of the standardized residuals can be interpreted as
providing strong evidence for the viability of Okabayashi and
Seiwa’s (1991) version of the IAS-AAS in measuring
respondent’s subjective feelings of social anxiety in the
Japanese EFL context.

This result has both practical and theoretical implications.
In terms of practice, the degree of fit, and thus structural
validity, exhibited by Okabayashi and Seiwa’s (1991) version
of the IAS-AAS allows both researchers and classroom
teachers to have confidence in the interpretation of scores
according to the constructs the respective items are claimed to
measure. This is because evidence of good fit in a measurement
model provides evidence of the unidimensional nature of the
scales that comprise the instrument. Interpretation of scores on
an instrument is based upon the assumption of
unidimensionality, and thus, evidence of structural validity
allows for confidence in the interpretation of scores.

In the theoretical realm, the degree of fit exhibited by this
version of the IAS-AAS also provides a degree of evidence for
the validity of Leary’s distinction between contingent and
noncontingent situations as an aspect of social anxiety. A
psychological instrument is a systematic representation of the
relationships between the underlying construct and the items on
the instrument. If these hypothesized relationships are shown to
be accurate, within a reasonable measure, this argues for not
only the viability of the instrument as a measure of the
underlying construct, but also for the plausibility of the
underlying theory itself. The results for Okabayashi and
Seiwa’s (1991) version of the IAS-AAS in this study by no
means confirm Leary’s hypothesis concerning the division of
social situations into contingent and noncontingent classes, as
the research design here is not experimental but rather
psychometric, however they do suggest that this theoretical,
and common-sense, conception may be well-grounded and
supported by evidence.

As a matter of further qualification, these results also do not

suggest that the classes of contingent and noncontingent
situations are themselves unitary factors that cannot be further
subdivided. Conceptually, it is possible to envision that each
class of situations could be partitioned into finer distinctions of
distinct contingent and noncontingent situations with their own,
unique anxiety provoking aspects. Among the subcategories of
contingent events, it may be plausible to assume that speaking
with members of the opposite sex, may involve different a
dynamic and thus likely a different source of anxious thoughts
and feelings as opposed to for example, speaking with persons
of authority. Similar distinctions could be drawn among the
noncontingent situations as well. For example, performing in a
play and giving a speech both involve speaking in front of an
audience. In the former situation, one is speaking from a script
and playing a part, in a way taking on a new identity and even
hiding one’s true self, whereas the latter situation tends to be
more extemporaneous and involves a greater degree of self-
presentation, and thus risk to one’s self-image. These different
aspects might trigger different forms of anxious thoughts and
feelings, which while still being subsumed under the larger
class of noncontingent situations, might be independent of each
other nonetheless.

The exploration of these theoretical and conceptual issues
may be aided by the evidence for the structural validity of the
IAS-AAS presented in this paper, and thus its theoretical
underpinnings as well. The positive results for this instrument
represent the substantial contribution of this study to the
literature, allowing future research employing this instrument to
go forward with greater confidence.

6. Conclusion

This study is, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, the first
study to utilize confirmatory methods to examine the structural
validity of the IAS-AAS as a composite instrument in either the
Japanese or the non-Japanese population. For this reason, the
good degree of fit displayed by Okabayashi and Seiwa’s (1991)
14-items version of the IAS-AAS represents not only a positive
finding of this study, but also an incremental step forward to
grounding the use of this instrument in both practice and
research on an evidence-based foundation. In addition to these
findings providing evidence for this version of the IAS-AAS as
a viable model for the measurement of social anxiety in the
Japanese EFL context, they also provide evidence for the
plausibility of Leary’s (1983) conception of contingent and
noncontingent classes of social situations. It must be

remembered, however, that the evidence for an instrument’s
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validity comes about through a cumulative process of evidence
gathering, and thus, this study provides only a single piece of
such evidence.

Finally, with regards to the limitations of this study, there
are two factors that must be noted. First, the degree of non-
normality found in the dataset employed in this study may
represent a limit on the generalizability of its results. However,
due to a lack of reporting on the degree of normality found in
the datasets employed in other studies on the structure of the
TAS-AAS, it is difficult to know if the degree of non-normality
found in this study is unique to the scores in this dataset, is a
characteristic of the Japanese adaptation of the instrument,
unique to the Japanese population, or indeed if it is an invariant
characteristic of the instrument itself.

The second limitation has to do with the sample
investigated in this study, which was not a truly random sample
of Japanese university EFL students, but rather a sample of
convenience. It must be noted here, however, that this limitation
is common to the majority of studies in the literature of this
field, as well as research in the social sciences more generally. If
researchers were to wait for perfect samples, far less research
would be done. One obvious means of overcoming this
limitation is repeated sampling of the target population. While it
is most likely the case that these further studies will also rely on
samples of convenience, the limitations inherent in each of
these possible future studies could be overcome through the
utilization of meta-analysis as a means to average out the
sample specific properties which hamper generalization to the
population in the case of each study.
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Appendix: Items on Okabayashi and Seiwa’s (1991) version of
the ITAS-AAS
Item
FNIFISIRNADIEE D OIS D & WO JRLHINE
1 VY, Tusually feel uncomfortable when I am in a group of people I
don't know..
NI LRI L 362 LTI B0 e £ LR
27225, 1getnervous when I must talk to a teacher or boss.
FUF =T 4 72 8T, URUIERE 8072 0 RIREFRD
3 Z725720 9%, Parties often make me feel anxious and
uncomfortable.
FHFEDA TS, HEVBIL RN LFTT & Rpx BES
4 %, Isometimes feel tense when talking to people of my own sex if T
don't know them very well.
DS UL TAESDRTIUT R BN E Lich, 202
5 LBDIRVEDINY &72%, Twouldbe nervous if T was being

interviewed for a job.
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FIHE VB S RONTEREENT DI, DT LDEIC
727, loften feel nervous when calling someone I don't know very
wellonthe telephone.

FNHEONTEE LT D, WO BEHRT S,

1 get nervous when I speak to someone in a position of authority.
FNIARTCTEEZ LTWDEH, 370 LBIRL TD, Lusually
get nervous when I speak in front of a group.
FNIAFNHTATAVRTIUT R BRI, B8ET 2572, 1
tend to experience 'stage fiight' when I must appear before a group.
A L, 72 SADFEROFNCH TTRT U 7
ELTED, BRI THRWY,

Twould be terrified if T had to appear before a large audience.
FNIARTCEE L2 Y | i) L7 iudie eV g, 2%
DL THELEN2L 725, 1get butterflies' in my stomach when [
must speak or perform before others.

HATTHINDZ DD e, BIRLTEI L7
%, Iwould feel awkward and tense if T knew someone was filming
me with a movie camera.

FNIARTCREE T D, BODEANELELRpoTL
% 9, My thoughts become jumbled when I speak before an
audience.

FNIARTCEE 2 LD AZRTHET A BT U DI &
89, TwishIdid not get so nervous when I speak in front of a

group.
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