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Abstract -Test anxiety is defined as perceived arousal, reported worry, self-denigrating thoughts, tension, and reports of somatic symptoms in exams or 
similar evaluative situations.  There are two dimensions of test anxiety viz. Worry and Emotionality. This paper examined the role of Test Anxiety in 
selection context. Relations were explored between dimensions of Test Anxiety with respect to Applicant’s Performance (average/below average), Test 
familiarity (fresher/repeater) and Results (recommended/not recommended) in group testing. It consists of leaderless group situations in which the 
applicants have freedom to choose their own behavioral roles, lay down their own priorities for action and engage themselves in collective group activity, 
hence, bringing about changes in their own and other’s behavior.  A sample of 109 male subjects (71 fresher and 38 repeater) pooled through purposive 
sampling had undergone group situational tasks. Test Anxiety Inventory was administered prior to the group situational task. The results of the study 
reveal that there was a significant difference between Familiarity and Performance (χ2 (1)=5.8, p<0.05); Result and Performance (χ2(1)=41.39, p<0.01). 
However, no difference was found between Test Familiarity, Result and Performance in relation to dimensions of test anxiety. This finding is consistent 
with the assessment of behavior made on the basis of overall group effectiveness of the subject in relation to his group. Similar study can be replicated 
for interview, at the time of facing panel of experts and projective test based settings. 
 
Index Terms:  Group Situational Tasks, Personality Assessment, Result, Selection, Performance, Test Anxiety, Test Familiarity. 

——————————      —————————— 
 

1   INTRODUCTION  

A test is an assessment tool intended to measure an 

individual’s knowledge, skill, aptitude, physical fitness and 
personality. Tests vary on their classification, 
administration, characteristics, context and uses. 
Irrespective of variation in test, every testing condition 
induces anxiety. Anxiety refers to a negative emotional 
response such as worry, fear, apprehension and agitation. 
Anxiety is a basic human emotion consisting of fear and 
uncertainty that typically appears when an individual 
perceives an event as being a threat to the ego or self-
esteem [17]. Anxiety can be divided into two domains: trait 
and state [18]. Trait anxiety is more permanent and deeply  
rooted in individual’s personality while state anxiety is 
characterized as a temporary change in a person’s 
emotional state due to an outside factor, and it is 
experienced in relation to some particular event or act [1]. 
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outside factor, and it is experienced in relation to some 
particular event or act [1]. 

Test anxiety is a form of state anxiety.  Spielberger and 
Sarason [21] defined test anxiety as a situation-specific trait 
that refers to the anxiety states and worry conditions that 
are experienced during examinations. Test anxiety is 
composed of three major components: cognitive, affective, 
and behavioral. Worry dimension of test anxiety denotes 
cognitive aspect wherein individuals reflect lack of self-
confidence, negative thoughts, doubt academic ability and 
intellectual competence [16], overemphasize the potential 
negative results and feel helpless in testing situations [25]. 
From the affective perspective, test anxiety causes some 
subjects to experience physiological reactions such as 
increased heart rate, feeling nauseated, frequent urination, 
increased perspiration, cold hands, dry mouth, and muscle 
spasms [25]. These reactions may be present before, during, 
and even after the test is completed. In conjunction with the 
physiological reactions, emotions such as worry fear of 
failure, and panic may be present. When students are not 
able to control their emotions, they may experience higher 
levels of stress, thereby making it more difficult for them to 
concentrate. Test-anxious students express anxiety 
behaviorally by procrastinating and having inefficient 
study and test-taking skills. Zeidner [25] contends that test-
anxious students have more difficult time interpreting 
information and organizing it into larger patterns of 
meaning. In addition, some students may physically feel 
tired or exhausted during test administration because they 
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do not have a healthy diet, have poor sleeping habits, and 
fail to routinely exercise. 

Past researches on test anxiety generally focused to 
understand it in relation to ability test performances. Now, 
it has become established fact that hightened test anxiety is 
negatively related to ability test performance [10], [24], 
while test familiarity is positively, though weakly, related 
to ability test performance [2], [4]. Hence it gives food for 
thought, as high levels of test anxiety may have detrimental 
effects on test performance, resulting in scores that do not 
accurately reflect an individual’s true levels of the 
respective attributes [3]. This may ultimately result in the 
selection of less promising job applicants [3] [19]. Although 
the theories of test anxiety provide important insights 
regarding the process (interference model, deficits model, 
or information processing model)by which test anxiety 
affects performance, most researches on test anxiety have 
focused on the differential impact of emotionality and 
worry factors of test anxiety on performance [10]. 

According to Johnson and Johnson [11], no relationship 
exists between type of test (either computer or paper and 
pencil), test anxiety in computer based settings and 
performance. Majority of the studies examining the impact 
of emotionality factor on performance have found that the 
emotionality factor (i.e., physiological arousal) has weak or 
insignificant effects on performance [10]. Researches have 
repeatedly demonstrated that test anxiety is negatively 
associated with overall test performance, academic 
achievement, and intellectual aptitude tests [5], [7], [22], 
[25]. In addition to causing profound impairment in the 
academic realm, test anxiety is often detrimental to the 
students’ mental and physical health, including being a 
factor in issues with depression, hopelessness, and 
decreased immune responses that result in higher rates of 
illness [6], [13], [23], [25].  

The present study investigates the role of test anxiety in 
selection context, where job applicant’s  personality have 
been assessed through observational technique while 
undergoing group situational tasks for the selection in 
Armed Force as an officer. While the effects of both test 
anxiety and group settings have been demonstrated to 
influence behavior in many situations, few investigators 
have focused on the possible interaction between them. 

Studies of test anxiety in group testing conditions with 
learning tasks, revealed no significant difference between 
subjects who had learned in groups and those who learned 
alone regardless of anxiety level. With the performance 
tasks, the group situation was found detrimental for both 
the high and middle-anxious subjects while facilitative for 
the low-anxious [15]. Ganzer [9] examined the relationship 
of test anxiety and performance for a learning task in group 
settings. The findings depicted that overall learning of 
observed subjects was less efficient than that of non 
observed subjects, observers were detrimental, for only the 

high and middle-anxious groups but not the low-anxious 
groups. 

 According to Eysenck & Cavlo [8], Yerkes Dodson law also 
explains why high-test anxious people perform worse than 
low-test anxious people. This law assumes an inverted U-
shaped curvilinear relationship between arousal and 
performance. The law dictates that when arousal becomes 
too high, performance will decrease. Cognitive tasks 
require low to mid levels of arousal for optimal 
performance. Therefore, the arousal level of test anxious 
people is typically too high to result in good performance 
[8]. While time pressure has been shown to increase the rate 
of individual or group performance [12] performance 
quality is shown to be less consistent. 

2  OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

1. To find the relationship of Test Familiarity with 
Worry, Emotionality, Total Test Anxiety Score and 
Performance. 

2. To find the relationship of Result with Worry, 
Emotionality, Total Test Anxiety Scores and 
Performance. 

3. To find the relationship of Performance with 
Worry, Emotionality and Total Test Anxiety 
Scores. 

3  RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

1) There will be no significant difference between 
Fresher and Repeater (Test Familiarity) on Worry 
scores of Test Anxiety. 

2) There will be no significant difference between 
Fresher and Repeater (Test Familiarity) on 
Emotionality scores of test Anxiety. 

3) There will be no significant difference between 
Fresher and Repeater (Test Familiarity) on Total 
Scores of Test Anxiety. 

4) There will be no significant difference between 
Fresher and Repeater (Test Familiarity) with 
respect to performance. 

5) There will be no significant difference between 
Recommended and Not recommended (Result) 
subjects with respect to performance. 

6) There will be no significant difference between 
Recommended and Not recommended (Result) 
subjects on Worry scores of Test Anxiety. 

7) There will be no significant difference between 
Recommended and Not recommended (Result) 
subjects on Emotionality scores of Test Anxiety. 
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8) There will be no significant difference between 
Recommended and Not recommended (Result) 
subjects on Total Scores of Test Anxiety. 

9) There will be no difference between Level of 
Performance (Average and Below Average) and 
Worry Scores of Test Anxiety. 

10) There will be no difference between Level of 
Performance (Average and Below Average) and 
Emotionality scores of Test Anxiety. 

11) There will be no difference between Level of 
Performance (Average and Below Average) and 
Total scores of Test Anxiety. 

4  METHODOLOGY 

4.1  SAMPLE 

Sample consisted of 109 male job applicants who were 
highly motivated and reported voluntarily at Selection 
Centre Central, Bhopal for their selection as an officer in the 
Armed Force. The sample was pooled through purposive 
sampling and was matched with respect to adolescent age 
group ranging from 16 year and 6 months to19 years, and 
Education standards ranging from higher secondary to first 
year of graduation.  The sample was further bifurcated on 
the basis of familiarity to the test. Out of these, 71 were 
fresher who were attempting Group Situational Tasks for 
the first time, and remaining 38 were repeater subjects who 
had attempted the Group Situational Task not more than 
twice at different Selection Centres spread all over India for 
selection of candidates as an officer in Indian Armed Force. 
The demographic distribution of sample was mostly 
representative of Northern-Central states of India, which is 
as follows:  

Table 1: Demographic distribution of sample 

 

4.2  TOOL USED 

Test Anxiety Inventory (TAI) developed by Spielberger et 
al. [20] was used in the present study. Liebert and Morris 
[14] have identified Worry and Emotionality as two major 
components of Test Anxiety, defined Worry as ‘cognitive 
concerns about the consequences o failure and Emotionality 
as ‘reactions of the autonomic nervous system that are 
evoked by evaluative stress.’ Subjects responded on a four-
point scale with response alternatives; ’almost never’,’ 
sometimes’,’ often’ and ‘almost always’; to depict how 
frequently people experience specific symptoms of anxiety 

in test situations. It consisted of twenty items that were 
divided into two subscales viz. Emotionality (E) and Worry 
(W). All the twenty items were used to determine the total 
anxiety score. The raw scores were converted into 
normalised T scores for Worry, Emotionality and Total 
Anxiety. The mean, standard deviation and alpha reliability 
coefficient of the TAI scale and Worry and Emotionality 
sub-scales are as Table 2 for college freshmen. 

 

The construction and development of TAI was guided by 
the concepts of Worry and Emotionality as given by Liebert 
and Morris [14]. Reliability and validity coefficients as 
reported are: 

 

 

4.3  PROCEDURE 

Group testing attempts to evaluate individuals in the 
context of group. The role of group testing in Services 
Selection Board is to determine an individual’s ability to 
function as a group based on this functional capacity, to 
assess his suitability for the Armed Forces. Group testing 
technique assesses an individual in the context of an 
experimental group which is subjected to considerable 
physical and mental stress on ground. The assessor seeks to 
observe and evaluate an individual’s group effectiveness 
and the sum total of an individual’s contribution to the 
group and the task. The subjects were briefed about the 
situational group tasks they were to undergo. These tasks 
were Group Discussion, Group Planning Exercise, 
Progressive Group tasks and Group Obstacle Race.  The 
tasks were scheduled in morning session that lasted for 
three hours and consisted of leaderless group situations in 
which the subjects had freedom to choose their own 
behavioural roles, lay down their own priorities for action 
and engage themselves in collective group activity, hence, 
bringing about changes in their own and other’s behaviour. 

The subjects were also briefed about the purpose of present 
study and henceforth their Socio-demographic details were 
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taken and informed consent was sought. Further, they were 
requested to complete the Test Anxiety Inventory which 
was administered before starting of Group Situational 
Tasks. They were also informed that the scores on Test 
Anxiety Inventory were independent of their selection 
criteria. Participants were assured of confidentiality of 
responses and they were fully debriefed following the 
study. 

5  RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6 reveals that on average repeater applicants showed 
greater worry (M=48.02) than fresher applicants (M=47.17). 
This difference was not significant t (107) =0.54, p>.05. 
Hence the null hypothesis that there will be no significant 
difference between Fresher and Repeater (Familiarity) on 
Worry scores of Test Anxiety was accepted.  

 

Table 7 reveals that on average repeater applicants showed 
greater emotionality (M=46.1) than fresher applicants 
(M=44.7). This difference was not significant t (107) =0.79, 
p>.05. Hence the null hypothesis there will be no significant 
difference between Fresher and Repeater (Familiarity) on 
Emotionality scores of test Anxiety was accepted.  
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Table 8 reveals that on average repeater applicants had 
greater total test anxiety (M=50.95) than fresher applicants 
(M=49.73). This difference was not significant t (107) =1.02, 
p>.05.Hence the null hypothesis that there will be no 
significant difference between Fresher and Repeater (Test 
Familiarity) on Total Scores of Test Anxiety was accepted.  

 

Table 9 reveals that there was a significant association 
between the familiarity and level of performance, 
χ2 (1)=5.8,p<0.05. This seems to represent the fact that with 
respect to level of performance, fresher applicants 
performed better (fo=27) than repeater applicants (fo =6). It 
can be deduced that test familiarity negatively impacted 
level of performance. Hence, the null hypothesis that there 
will be no significant difference between Fresher and 
Repeater (Familiarity) with respect to level of performance 
was rejected.  

 

Table 10 reveals that there was a significant association 
between result and level of performance, 
χ2 (1)=41.39,p<0.01. This seems to represent the fact that 
with respect to level of performance, recommended 
applicants performed better (fo=18) than not recommended 
applicants (fo =15). Hence, the null hypothesis that there 
will be no significant difference between Recommended 
and Not recommended (Result) subjects with respect to 
performance was rejected.  

 

Table 11 reveals that on average, recommended applicants 
experienced greater worry (M=48.6) than not recommended 
applicants (M=47.21). This difference was not significant t 
(107) =0.71, p>.05. Hence, null hypothesis that there will be 
no significant difference between Recommended and Not 
recommended (Result) subjects on Worry scores of Test 
Anxiety was accepted. 

 

Table 12 reveals that on average, recommended applicants 
experienced greater emotionality (M=47.15) than not 
recommended applicants (M=44.75). This difference was 
not significant t (107) =1.09, p>.05. Hence, null hypothesis 
that there will be no significant difference between 
Recommended and Not recommended (Result) subjects on 
Emotionality scores of Test Anxiety was accepted. 

 

Table 13 reveals that on average, recommended applicants 
experienced greater total test anxiety (M=51.2) than not 
recommended applicants (M=49.92). This difference was 
not significant t (107) =0.87, p>.05. Hence, null hypothesis 
that there will be no significant difference between 
Recommended and Not recommended (Result) subjects on 
Total Scores of Test Anxiety was accepted. 

 

Table 14 reveals that on average, applicants of average level 
of performance experienced greater worry (M=48.33) than 
applicants of below average level of performance 
(M=47.09). This difference was not significant t (107) =0.75, 
p>.05. Hence, null hypothesis that there will be no 
difference between Level of Performance (Average and 
Below Average) and Worry Scores of Test Anxiety was 
accepted. 

 

Table 15 reveals that on average, applicants of average level 
of performance experienced greater emotionality (M=45.94) 
than applicants of below average level of performance 
(M=44.87). This difference was not significant t (107) =0.58, 
p>.05. Hence, null hypothesis that there will be no 
difference between Level of Performance (Average and 
Below Average) and Emotionality scores of Test Anxiety 
was accepted. 
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Table 16 reveals that on average, applicants of average level 
of performance experienced greater total test anxiety 
(M=50.67) than applicants of below average level of 
performance (M=49.93). This difference was not significant 
t (107) =0.6, p>.05. Hence, null hypothesis that there will be 
no difference between Level of Performance (Average and 
Below Average) and Total scores of Test Anxiety was 
accepted. 

 

6  CONCLUSION 
There were very few studies available that examined the 
relationship of test anxiety and group situational tasks used 
for personality assessment in selection context. Though test 
anxiety has been studied with performance, result and 
familiarity individually in academic and computer-based 
settings, their integration has been studied seldom in group 
observational settings. 

The results of the study reveal that there was a significant 
difference between Familiarity and Performance (χ2(1)=5.8, 
p<0.05); Result and Performance (χ2(1)=41.39, p<0.01). This 
seems to represent the fact that with respect to level of 
performance, on one hand the fresher applicants performed 
better than repeater applicants while on the other, 
recommended applicants performed better than not 
recommended applicants. It can be deduced that test 
familiarity negatively impacted level of performance. 
However, no difference was found between Familiarity, 
Result and Performance in relation to dimensions of test 
anxiety.  Differential effects of test anxiety and its 
dimensions concerning Familiarity, Result and Performance 
though prevalent, do not differ significantly. As found 
earlier in [10], [15] present study also supports the findings 
that impact of emotionality factor on performance was not 
significant. As a matter of fact, neither total test anxiety nor 
the dimension of test anxiety i.e. emotionality or worry 
impacted the performance. Hence, test anxiety and its 
dimensions in selection context where job applicant’s 
personality has been assessed through observational 
technique while undergoing group situational tasks for 
selection in armed forces as an officer have not impacted 
performance and results of either fresher or repeater. 

 This finding is consistent with the assessment of behaviour 
made on the basis of overall group effectiveness of the 
subject in relation to his group. Similar study can be 

replicated for interview, at the time of facing panel of 
experts or projective test based settings. 
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