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Abstract: The aim of the study is to contribute to the explanation of mutual relations between
personal need for structure, anxiety, optimism and self-efficacy. The research sample comprised
237 university students (men n = 48 and women n = 189). The following instruments were
administered: Personal Need for Structure (PNS), Spielberger’s Trait Personality Inventory (STPI),
Generalized Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES) and Life Orientation Test - Revised (LOT-R). Significant
differences between men and women in their PNS score and its subfactors — desire for structure
and response to the lack of structure — were found. Women showed stronger need for structure
and its subfactors. Personal need for structure and the response to the lack of structure in women
was positively correlated with anxiety. Subfactor desire for structure did not show any relations
with the studied characteristics. The results showed a negative relation of personal need for
structure with optimism in women and no differences were found in the need for structure and its
subfactors in relation to the degree of self-efficacy.
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Human senses are flooded daily with in-
formation and the limited capacity for con-
centration raises the question of information
processing, because without it we would
perceive the world as an unimaginable chaos.
The need to reduce this information chaos is
closely related to the need to form structural
representations of the outer and inner world,
and to categorize events into meaningful
units, which help people adapt to new events
and understand them with minimum cogni-
tive effort. The personal need for structure
helps an individual to control and predict
events in the complicated world (Cohen,
Stotland, & Wolfe, 1955; Neuberg &
Newsome, 1993) and, as found by Sollar and
Turzakova (2014), personal need for struc-
ture also positively relates to fear of losing
control.
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Sarmany-Schuller (2001) says that this
personality construct is related to the more
basic process of categorization, which helps
one to understand and differentiate the vast
amount ofinformation flooding an individual
every day. Categorization based on compari-
son of individual stimuli (situations) makes it
possibleto explorethingsunder their surface
and to understand the concealed rules based
on the work with the category’s elements.

According to Kelly (1963), individuals cre-
ate a set of personal constructs, which they
then apply to outer reality. It seems that indi-
viduals perceive the world through some
kind of filter, which is formed by personal
constructs used in categorizing phenomena
and persons. These constructs have com-
plicated bonds with other systems of per-
sonality and its history.
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Ifthe primary motive for categorization is
to provide structure, and if there are indi-
vidual differences in the manner and extent
of which people categorize their social world,
then one of the variables differentiating in-
dividuals is personal need for structure.

Neuberg and Newsom (1993) state that
people differ significantly in the extent to
which they are dispositionally motivated to
make cognitive structures of their world in a
simple, clear-cut way. Thompson, Naccarato,
Parker, & Moskowitz (2001) in their charac-
teristics of personal need for structure men-
tion personality motivation and behavioral
characteristics typical for individuals with
different personal need for structure. Indi-
viduals with high personal need for struc-
ture prefer structure, clarity and definiteness
in many situations, and are less willing to
change their attitudes and stereotypes due
to new information (Neuberg & Newsom,
1993; Schaller, Boyd, Yohannes, & O’Brien,
1995; Sarmany-Schuller, 1997, 2001; Rui-
selova, 2000; Sollar, 2005, 2008). They expe-
rience ambiguity and “grey spots” as prob-
lematic and troublesome and feel averse to
ambiguity. Tolerance of ambiguity is a way
of perceiving and processing information
concerning uncertain stimuli and situations
(Frenkel-Brunswik, 1949).

Wolfradt and Engelmann (1999), together
with Stranovska, Sarmany-Schuller, Munk,
& Munkova (2011), describe tolerance of
ambiguity as the ability to form cognitive
structures, as the ability to reduce ambigu-
ity of a new situation, i.e., tolerance of ambi-
guity is to some extent related to the prob-
lem of cognitive structuring, which is a form
of situation complexity or information
amount reduction (Sarmany-Schuller, 2000b).

Sollar and Vaneckova (2012) also found
that a high level in discomfort with ambigu-

ity was associated with information-seeking
behavior.

Problems of tolerance of ambiguity were
already indicated by, e.g., Frenkel-Brunswik
(1949) and Budner (1962), who perceived
ambiguity as a case where an individual is
literally unable to make adequate structures
or categorize information. Individual with a
low tolerance of ambiguity experiences
stress, reacts too early and avoids ambigu-
ous stimuli (Furnham & Ribchester, 1995).

Similarly, Budner (1962) defined the ability
to tolerate uncertainty or ambiguity as an
individual’s propensity to view ambiguous
situations as either threatening or desirable
and as those that involve novelty, complex-
ity, or insolubility.

DeRoma, Martin and Kessler (2003) stated
that low ambiguity tolerance appears to be
most strongly related to valuing elements of
structure and with anxiety when the valued
elements of structure aremissing. According
toRattan, Good and Dweck (2012), e.g., feel-
ings of anxiety and inadequacy can interfere
with efficiency in cognitive processing.

Thus, we are searching for correlates and
personality determinants that participate in
the preferred way of categorizing and infor-
mation processing.

Based on relevant literature, Sarmany-
Schuller (2000b) says that individuals with
high personal need for structure manifest,
e.g., a strong preference for simple informa-
tion organization, simple judgment pro-
cesses, little willingness to change attitudes
when confronting new information, strong
emotional responses to events disrupting
adapted schemes, activities, goals, etc.

Neuberg and Newsom (1993) found that
the construct personal need for structure has
a two-factor character. One factor concerns
the extent to which people wish to establish
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cognitive structure in everyday life (related
to positive affect as response to a predict-
able person and well-organized events).
People with high scores in this item prefer a
clear and structured life and a set place for
everything and the other factor of personal
need of structure represents response to the
lack of structure (related to negative affect
as response to a chaotic, unorganized event
and unpredictable persons). It concerns how
people respond to unstructured and unpre-
dictable situations. People who dislike un-
certain situations or sudden, last moment
changes in their plans are considered high
scoring in this item.

Results of Sollar’s (2008) research also
support the two-factor character of the per-
sonal need for structure and thus indicate
that it is a multi-dimensional construct.

These two factors have different relation-
ships with different personality constructs
(Neuberg & Newsom, 1993; Sollar, 2008; Sollar
& Vaneckova, 2012; Sollar & Turzakova,
2014), thus, in general, they possess differ-
ent implications for how people understand,
experience and interact with their environ-
ment.

Significant is also the personal aspect of
this problem. An individual’s personality can
be understood as a system of concepts (con-
structs, patterns), i.e., ways how s/he cur-
rently perceives the world and him/herself.
According to Kovac (1985), personality has
to be studied in its interfunctional bonds,
i.e., as a dynamic unit comprised of a chain
of mutually connected systems and sub-
systems.

Similarly, Sollarova and Sollar (2010) state
that optimal functioning of a person occurs
when the various aspects of a person are
integrated into a relatively harmonious or-
ganization.

Some of the recent researches focused
on the relationship between personal need
for structure and several personality char-
acteristics. For example, regarding the rela-
tion of personal need for structure and the
Big Five personality factors, Sarmany-
Schuller (1997) found in adolescents a sig-
nificant positive relation of need for struc-
ture (PNS) with conscientiousness, nega-
tive significant relationship of PNS (and its
subfactor RLS — response to the lack of
structure) with openness, while the relation-
ship of PNS with extraversion and with
agreeableness were not significant. Neuberg
and Newsom (1993) found a significant re-
lation of the RLS with neuroticism. Also
Sarméany-Schuller (1997) presents the rela-
tionship between neuroticism and personal
need for structure as relatively universal in
boys and girls, where, similarly to Neuberg
and Newsom (1993), the RLS appears as the
most significant among the PNS subfactors
in this form of dependence. Ruiselova
(2000), too, found significant positive rela-
tions of PNS (and especially RLS from the
subfactors) with conscientiousness and
neuroticism and significant negative rela-
tions of PNS (and both subfactors) with
openness and extraversion.

Sarmany-Schuller (1999b) confirmed in his
research the relation of ability to form cogni-
tive structure with low uncertainty score. As
stated by Budner (1962), uncertainty is per-
ceived as a case where an individual is not
fully able to form adequate structures or cat-
egorize information. Similarly, Neuberg and
Newsom (1993) found that individuals who
do not favor uncertain situations score high
in the lack of structure.

Furthermore, it has been shown that high
PNS is related to higher degree of anxiety
(Sollarova & Sollar, 2003; Sollar, 2008) and
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that PNS subfactors — response to the lack
of structure and desire for structure — differ
in their relation to anxiety. This corresponds
to the finding of Sarmany-Schuller (1999a)
concerning higher degree of anxiety related
to higher RLS subfactor — response to the
lack of structure.

According to Schwarzer (1993), anxiety is
also related to low self-efficacy. The term
self-efficacy is defined by Bandura (1977,
1997) as confidence in one’s own abilities
to mobilize one’s own motivation, cognitive
sources and processes necessary for solv-
ing a problem or completing a task. It is
related to thinking about one’s own com-
petence and expresses an individual’s con-
fidence in their own internal preparedness
to achieve desirable results of one’s actions.
The strong feeling of completeness facili-
tates cognitive processes and individuals
with high self-efficacy choose more diffi-
cult tasks, pursue higher goals. Carr (2004)
says that persons with higher self-efficacy
in cognition show higher strategic elastic-
ity, they use the future for giving structure
to their lives, and they envision positive
results and use them to direct their problem
solving efforts.

However, self-efficacy is not the same as
positive illusions or unrealistic optimism,
because it is based on experience and does
not lead to irrational risk-taking, it leads to
courageous action that takes the ability of
the individual into account.

Optimists usually use less differentiated
strategies of solving situations that are re-
lated to higher resilience to uncertainty and
ambiguity. Optimism expects a positive de-
velopment and a positive result of some
event or action. Scheier, Carver and Bridges
(2001) state, that more optimistic persons are
also less anxious.

On the other hand, pessimists are more
sensitive to insufficiently represented situa-
tions and in uncertain situations they have
better focus and are better at assessing the
influencing factors, and apply more differ-
entiated strategies to situation solving.
Glaesmer, Hoyer, Klotsche and Herzberg
(2008) confirmed the differentiation of fac-
tors of optimism and pessimism. They found
a relative independence of both factors and
they recommended a separate calculation of
the optimism and pessimism scores.

Problem

The aim of this study was to investigate
the relationship between the need for struc-
ture as well as its factors (desire for struc-
ture and response to the lack of structure)
and other personality characteristics (anxi-
ety, self-efficacy and optimism/pessimism),
which are known to be mutually related.

Based on theresearch findings using PNS
(Neuberg & Newsom, 1993; Sarmany-
Schuller, 1999a; Sollar, 2005, 2008, etc.), the
following hypotheses were formulated:

1) Personal need for structure is signifi-
cantly positively related to anxiety and pessi-
mism.

2) Personal need for structure is signifi-
cantly negatively related to self-efficacy and
optimism.

3) Factors of personal need for structure
(DFS and RLS) are related to the studied per-
sonality variables differently.

Method

Authors of the personal need for struc-
ture construct designed for its assessment a
self-report scale called Personal Need for
Structure (PNS — Thompson, Naccarato,
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& Parker, 1989, In Neuberg & Newsom, 1993),
where participants express their degree of
agreement or disagreement (on a six-point
scale, 1 — completely disagree to 6 — com-
pletely agree) with statements focusing on
the structure of the environment. The scale
measures two factors related to cognitive
assessment:

- Desire for Structure (DFS)

- Response to Lack of Structure (RLS)

The scale comprises 12 items, of which 5
items form the subfactor “Desire for Struc-
ture” and 7 items form the subfactor “Re-
sponse to Lack of Structure”. The PNS fac-
tor is the sum of scores of both subfactors.
Higher score indicates higher personal need
for structure, similarly, higher DFS score
means higher preferences of simple struc-
ture in life and higher RLS score means stron-
ger negative feelings in situations perceived
by the individual as unsatisfyingly struc-
tured.

Spielberger s Trait Personality Inventory
(STPI — Spielberger et al., 1980) — besides
anxiety, which we concentrated on, it deter-
mines other personality characteristics such
as curiosity, aggressiveness and depres-
siveness.

Life Orientation Test — Revised (LOT-R —
Scheier, Carver, & Bridges, 1994) —is a six-
item measure (plus four filler items) of indi-
vidual differences in optimism (subscales:
optimism, or OPT and pessimism, or PESS).
The extent of agreement to these items is
rated across a 5-point Likert-type scale.

Generalized Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES —
Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995) — measures
level of self-efficacy — it contains 10 items
with a 4-point agreement scale. It was de-
signed with the aim to predict coping with
everyday problems and the ability to adapt
to different stressors.

Sample

The research sample comprised 237 uni-
versity students (men: n = 48, mean age =
20.88, SD =2.55; women: n = 189, mean age
=21.27, SD = 3.9). For research purposes
we created extreme groups based on the +
1 SD criterion for men and women sepa-
rately according to their anxiety score (men:
low score n, = 10 and high score n, = 8;
women: low score 7, = 34 and high score 7,
= 36) and self-efficacy score (men: low
score n, = 7 and high score 7, = 8; women:
low score n, = 28 and high score n, = 32).
Extreme groups were also formed based on
LOT-R basic score (optimism — men: low
score n, = 13 and high score n, = 10;
women: low score n, = 41 and high score 7,
= 42; pessimism — men: low score n, = 11
and high score n, = 10; women: low score
n, =32 and high score n, = 46; total score —
men: low score 1, = 10 and high score n, =
9; women: low score n, = 33 and high score
n,=41).

Results

The obtained data were processes by the
SPSS software. T-tests to compare the ex-
treme groups formed by the criterion M +
1 SD in anxiety, self-efficacy and optimism/
pessimism were used.

Firstly, groups of men and women in the
studied characteristics of personal need for
structure, anxiety, self-efficacy and optimism/
pessimism were compared (see Table 1).

It was a surprise that, as opposed to
Neuberg and Newsom (1993), Sollar (2005)
and Sarmany-Schuller (2000a), whose results
showed no gender differences in PNS and
its individual subfactors (desire for structure
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Table 1 Comparison of men and women in personal need for structure factors, anxiety, self-

efficacy and optimism
Men Women ; Si
N, M, _SD, N, M, _SD, P &
PNS
DFS 46 1770  5.09 185 19.89 478 2.649  .010 ok
RLS 46 22776 582 183 2531 528 2.699  .009 ok
PNS 45 4029 9.04 180 4534 893 3.363 .001 ook
Anxiety 45  19.69 495 185 21.57 4.66 2316 .024 *
GSES 45 3171 512 188 30.02 3.86 2.082 .042 *
LOT-R
OPT 48 8.10 248 189 794 229 0411 .632
PESS 48 517 237 187 464 254 1361 177
Total OPT 48 1494 396 187 1530 4.19 0558 578

Note. DFS — desire for structure; RLS — response to lack of structure; PNS — personal need for
structure; Anxiety — anxiety (STPI); GSES — self-efficacy; OPT — optimism (LOT-R); PESS —
pessimism (LOT-R); Total OPT — total optimism (LOT-R)

and response to the lack of structure), the
presented sample showed significant differ-
ences in men and women at the level of sig-
nificance p <0.01 in both subfactors of per-
sonal need for structure, i.e., in the factors
desire for structure (DFS) and response to
the lack of structure (RLS), as in the total
PNS score at the level of significance p <
0.001.

In comparison to men, women manifested
significantly higher total personal need for
structure and higher score in both subfactors
of PNS, i.¢., desire for structure and response
to the lack of structure.

As expected, a significant difference be-
tween men and women in the degree of anxi-
ety was found, i.e., women scored signifi-
cantly higher than men in anxiety. Moreover,
men achieved significantly higher self-effi-
cacy. Gender differences in optimism/pessi-
mism were not significant.

Based on the data of the presented sample,
the obtained results were analyzed sepa-
rately for the groups of men and women.

To verify the findings of Sollarova
and Sollar (2003) as well as Sollar (2005), con-
cerning significant relations of personal
need for structure and anxiety, in the second
step extreme groups according to anxiety lev-
els were created.

Comparison of men with high and low anxi-
ety showed no significant differences in the
desire for structure, response to the lack of
structure or total personal need for structure
(Table 2).

Similarly to men, in women no significant
differences in the desire for structure were
found, but in the response to the lack of struc-
ture and total personal need for structure,
highly anxious women scored significantly
higher in comparison to low anxious women
(Table 3).
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Table 2 Comparison of men with low and high anxiety in factors and total score of personal
need for structure

Low anxiety High anxiety .
Men N, M, SD, N, M _sD, ! p S

PNS

DFS 10 17.00 5.81 7 1686 474 0.056 956

RLS 10 1840 438 7 2186 593 1313 217

PNS 10 3540 928 7 3871 978 0703 495
GSES 10 3630 258 8 2813 4.02 4991 .000  k**
LOT-R

OPT 10 970 142 8 575 2.60 3.856 .003 ok

PESS 10 330 250 8 6.50 141 3424 004 ok

Total OPT 10 1840 2.87 8 11.25 296 5154 000 @ ***

Note. DFS — desire for structure; RLS — response to lack of structure; PNS — personal need
for structure; GSES — self-efficacy; OPT — optimism (LOT-R); PESS — pessimism (LOT-R);
Total OPT - total optimism (LOT-R)

Table 3 Comparison of women with low and high anxiety in factors and total score of
personal need for structure

Low anxiety High anxiety .
Women N, M, SO, N, M, D, t p Sig.
PNS
DFS 33 19.61 591 36 2058 394 0800 427
RLS 33 2297 555 35 27.09 431 3399 .001 Rk
PNS 32 4275 1056 35 47.63 7.01 2207 .032 *
GSES 34 3341 365 36 2739 374 6.819 .000 Rk
LOT-R
OPT 34 9.56 148 36 6.56 2.62 5939 .000 Rk
PESS 34 2.88 2.18 36 6.58 275 6251 .000 Rk
Total OPT 34 18.68 287 36 1197 449 7489 .000 Rk

Note. DFS — desire for structure; RLS — response to lack of structure; PNS — personal need for
structure; GSES - self-efficacy; OPT — optimism (LOT-R); PESS — pessimism (LOT-R);
Total OPT — total optimism (LOT-R)
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The results showed a significant negative Next, we focused on the differences in
relation of anxiety and self-efficacy, and the studied variables in men and women
anxiety and optimism in men as well as  with low and high self-efficacy (Tables 4
women. and 5).

Table 4 Comparison of men with low and high self-efficacy in factors and total score of per-
sonal need for structure, anxiety and optimism
Low self-efficacy High self-efficacy

Men N, M, SD, N, M, SD, p S
PNS

DFS 7 1757 496 8 2000 545 0903 383
RLS 7 2157 58 8 1800 293 1462 .180
PNS 7 3914 1027 8 3800 661 0252 806
Anxiety 7 2371 415 7 1600 451 3330 006  **
LOT-R

OPT 7 771 236 8 938 177 1525 155
PESS 7 700 216 8 388 223 2752 017 %
Total OPT 7 1271 221 8 1750 273 3749 002 %+

Note. DFS — desire for structure; RLS — response to lack of structure; PNS — personal need for
structure; Anxiety — anxiety (STPI); OPT — optimism (LOT-R); PESS — pessimism (LOT-R);
Total OPT - total optimism (LOT-R)

Table 5 Comparison of women with low and high self-efficacy in factors and total score of
personal need for structure, anxiety and optimism
Low self-efficacy High self-efficacy

Women N, M, SD, N, M, D, p Sig.

PNS

DFS 27 21.19 393 31 20.65 524 0447 .656

RLS 27 2626 3.60 32 24.16 593 1.673 .100

PNS 26 4746 6.84 31 4494 971 1.148 .256
Anxiety 28 2579 459 32 17.63 421 7.140 .000 Hokok
LOT-R

OPT 29 631 217 32 941 2.15 5581 .000 Rk

PESS 29 597 282 32 375 2.68 3.138 .003 *x

Total OPT 29 1234 421 32 17.66 428 4.879 .000 *okok

Note. DFS - desire for structure; RLS — response to lack of structure; PNS — personal need for
structure; Anxiety — anxiety (STPI); OPT — optimism (LOT-R); PESS — pessimism (LOT-R);
Total OPT - total optimism (LOT-R)
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No significant differences were found in
personal need for structure and its subfactors
related to self-efficacy in men and women.
Self-efficacy is negatively related to anxiety
and pessimism and positively to optimism in
both genders, whereas these relations are
stronger in women.

In the extreme groups formed according to
the optimism score, only highly optimistic
women manifested significantly lower re-

sponse to the lack of structure in compari-
son to less optimistic women. In men, no sig-
nificant differences were found in personal
need for structure and its subfactors in rela-
tion to optimism (Tables 6 and 7).

Optimistic men and women achieved sig-
nificantly higher self-efficacy and signifi-
cantly lower anxiety.

On the other hand, pessimistic individuals
were more anxious and their self-efficacy was

Table 6 Comparison of men with low and high optimism in factors and total score of personal

need for structure, anxiety and self-efficacy

Low optimism High optimism .
Men N, M,__sb, N, M, sp, | P S
PNS
DFS 13 1669 4.09 10 2010 4.07 1987 .06l
RLS 13 2162 530 10 2340 582 0758 458
PNS 13 3831 862 10 4350 572 1732 .098
Anxiety 13 2354 353 10 1860 510 2617 .019 *
GSES 12 2892 412 10 3400 571 2349 .032 *

Note. DFS — desire for structure; RLS — response to lack of structure; PNS — personal need
for structure; Anxiety — anxiety (STPI); GSES — self-efficacy

Table 7 Comparison of women with low and high optimism in factors and total score of per-
sonal need for structure, anxiety and self-efficacy

Low optimism High optimism .
Women N, M, D, N, M, D, t p Sig.
PNS
DFS 40 1995 446 41 1924 523 0.654 515
RLS 38 2645 484 42 23,60 475 2.687 .010 ok
PNS 38 4655 798 41 4293 889 1910 .060
Anxiety 40  25.08 431 41 19.07 443 6.176 000  ***
GSES 41 2798 356 41 3249 389 5482 000  ***

Note. DFS — desire for structure; RLS — response to lack of structure; PNS — personal need

for structure; Anxiety — anxiety (STPI); GSES — self-efficacy
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lower. No significant relation between pessi-
mism and personal need for structure and its
subfactors were found (Tables 8 and 9).
Differences between men and women were
manifested in the relation of total optimism
measured by LOT-R and personal need for
structure. While in men no significant differ-

ences were found, highly optimistic women
manifested significantly lower personal need
for structure and a lower response to the lack
of structure (Tables 10 and 11).

Highly optimistic men and women (in total
optimism score) manifested lower anxiety and
higher self-efficacy too.

Table 8 Comparison of men with low and high pessimism in factors and total score of person-

al need for structure, anxiety and self-efficacy

Low pessimism

High pessimism

Men N, M, SO, N, M, sp, ! p S
PNS
DFS 11 1882 668 10 1720 382 0689 500
RLS 112091 670 9 2078 653 0044 965
PNS 113973 1161 9 3778 9.09 0421 679
Anxiety 9 1622 460 9 2267 480 2908 010  **
GSES 10 3570 258 9 2844 596 3377 006  **

Note. DFS — desire for structure; RLS — response to lack of structure; PNS — personal need
for structure; Anxiety — anxiety (STPI); GSES — self-efficacy

Table 9 Comparison of women with low and high pessimism in factors and total score of per-
sonal need for structure, anxiety and self-efficacy

Low pessimism

High pessimism

Women N, M, D, N, M, D, t p Sig.
PNS
DFS 31 1932 547 45 2064 475 1.091 280
RLS 32 2425 651 45 2684 470 1927 .059
PNS 31 4371 1071 44 4750 845 1.642 .106
Anxiety 31 1861 406 45 2456 468 5887 .000  ***
GSES 32 3084 410 46 2876 341 2362 .022 *

Note. DFS — desire for structure; RLS — response to lack of structure; PNS — personal need
for structure; Anxiety — anxiety (STPI); GSES — self-efficacy
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Table 10 Comparison of men with low and high total optimism in factors and total score of
personal need for structure, anxiety and self-efficacy

Low total optimism  High total optimism .
Men N, M, Sb, N, M, sp, ' P St
PNS
DFS 10 1670 437 9 19.00 6.04 0942 362
RLS 10 2210 595 9 2056 619 0553 588
PNS 10 3880 952 9 3956 9.88 0.169 .868
Anxiety 10 2430 330 8 1525 349 5595 000 @ ***
GSES 9 2833 328 9 3567 245 5585 000 @ ***

Note. DFS — desire for structure; RLS — response to lack of structure; PNS — personal need
for structure; Anxiety — anxiety (STPI); GSES — self-efficacy

Table 11 Comparison of women with low and high total optimism in factors and total score
of personal need for structure, anxiety and self-efficacy

Low total optimism High total optimism .
Women N, M, SD, N, M, D, t p Sig.
PNS
DFS 33 2058 423 40 19.15 547 1254 214
RLS 32 2747 468 41 2327 551 3516 .001  ***
PNS 32 48.00 7.78 40 4250 10.16 2.600 .011 *
Anxiety 32 2556 451 40 18.10 3.77 7496  .000  ***
GSES 33 2842 346 40 3230 4.07 4394 000  ***

Note. DFS — desire for structure; RLS — response to lack of structure; PNS — personal need
for structure; Anxiety — anxiety (STPI); GSES — self-efficacy

Discussion

The need to cognitively structure reality
was studied in relation to anxiety. As men-
tioned above, Neuberg and Newsom (1993)
identified two conceptually different factors
of personal need for structure (Sollar, 2008
on Slovak data). One is related to the extent
to which people wish to structure their ev-

eryday life (desire for structure) and the other
is a response to the lack of structure — it
shows how people respond to unstructured,
unforeseeable situations.

As opposed to other authors (e.g.,
Neuberg & Newsom, 1993; Sollar, 2005;
Sarmany-Schuller, 2000a), who found no dif-
ferences in the personal need for structure
between men and women, the results of the
presented research show significant differ-
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ences in this characteristic. Women, in com-
parison to men, manifested higher total per-
sonal need for structure and higher score in
both factors of personal need for structure,
i.e., desire for structure and response to the
lack of structure.

This means that based on the presented
research and the research of other authors,
the question whether men and women differ
in personal need for structure could not be
clearly answered, since the differences in the
presented sample, as opposed to previous
researches, were significant for total PNS and
also its subfactors DFS and RLS. We do not
know if this is some kind of an anomaly in
the presented sample, which was not as large
as samples used by the above mentioned
authors and the number of men was smaller
compared to the number of women, or if state-
ments that men and women do not differ in
PNS are not so unequivocal. According to
Sarmany-Schuller (1997), cases where gen-
der differences in psychological researches
of personality or personality constructs are
practically zero are relatively rare. Further
verifications of this finding are necessary.

Similarly to Sollarova and Sollar (2003),
whose research results showed that anxiety
did not correlate with the desire for struc-
ture, the presented research results also
showed no significant differences in the fac-
tor desire for structure, which was focused
on simple organization of information be-
tween women as well as men with low and
high anxiety.

In this context, we can also mention find-
ings by Halama and Gurnakova (2014).
These authors also found no significant cor-
relation between desire for structure and
neuroticism.

A different situation occurred when men
and women with different degrees of anxiety

were compared in the factor response to the
lack of structure. Women, but not men, with
low anxiety had a significantly lower re-
sponse to the lack of structure in compari-
son to women with high anxiety. Sollarova
and Sollar (2003) also found a significantly
positive correlation between anxiety and re-
sponse to the lack of structure, i.e., the higher
(or lower) the personal need for structure,
the higher (or lower) the anxiety.

Similarly, Sarmany-Schuller (1999b) found
that individuals differ significantly in anxi-
ety in relation to personal need for structure,
especially in the factor RLS — response to
the lack of structure, but not in DFS — desire
for structure.

In the extreme groups of women, but not
men, divided according to their level of anxi-
ety, significant differences were found in the
total score of PNS. Women with low anxiety
manifested lower personal need for structure
as well.

The positive relation of anxiety with per-
sonal need for structure, found by several
authors and concerning especially the RLS
factor (e.g., Neuberg & Newsom, 1993;
Sarmany-Schuller, 1999b; Sollarova & Sollar,
2003; Sollar, 2005; Ruiselova, 2000), was also
confirmed by the presented research, but
onlyin women, i.e.,asignificantlyhigherre-
sponsetothelack ofstructure (RLS) and total
score of personal need for structure (PNS)
were found in women with higher anxiety.

For example, Sarnataro-Smart (2013) found
that participants who scored high in the need
for simple structure were significantly more
likely to experience math anxiety. The author
found positive relation between participants’
predispositions towards math anxiety and
the tendency to adopt a simplified, broad
categorical approach to organizing math-
ematical content.
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In conclusion, the results confirmed the
hypothesis concerning the significant rela-
tion between personal need for structure and
anxiety, and differentiated relation of PNS
factors and the studied variables, but only
in women, because in men no differences
were found between extreme groups in any
of the factors, or in total score of personal
need for structure.

Due to the fact, that the abovementioned
authors made no gender differentiation in
their research samples, it is not possible to
compare the results obtained only in men
with results of other male groups.

Sollar (2005, 2008) also considers the study
of personal need for structure and anxiety to
be important. According to him, a possible
focus of further research lies in the study of
causality, i.e., whether the degree of PNS and
the ability to form cognitive structure leads
to anxiety, or if anxiety determines the ability
to form simple cognitive structures in spe-
cific situations. However, in psychology, the
study of causality is very demanding. Cur-
rently, our knowledge remains only at the
level of disclosing mutual relations.

As stated by Schwarzer (1993), anxiety is
closely related to self-efficacy. Although, as
already mentioned, there are several re-
searches on the relation between anxiety and
personal need for structure, authors do not
often focus on the relation between personal
need for structure and self-efficacy, and thus
we cannot compare our data with data of
other authors.

No significant differences in personal need
for structure and its subfactors were found
in relation to the degree of self-efficacy in
men and women. Self-efficacy is negatively
related to anxiety in both genders, which is
confirmed by Schwarzer (1993), who says that
anxiety is related to low self-efficacy, but

evidently the relation of personal need for
structure to anxiety and to self-efficacy is
not identical.

The results indicate that although the sig-
nificant relation of anxiety and self-efficacy
was confirmed, these two mutually related
characteristics have a different relation to
personal need for structure, i.e., despite anxi-
ety being closely related to self-efficacy, and
anxiety in women is related to personal need
for structure and response to the lack of
structure, this, however, does not mean that
self-efficacy will have the same relations to
personal need for structure and its subfac-
tors.

In men, as well as in women, self-efficacy
is negatively related to pessimism and posi-
tively related to optimism, and these relations
are stronger in women.

A closer relation of anxiety to personal need
for structure is manifested in total optimism.
Similarly to the relation of anxiety and per-
sonal need for structure and its subfactors,
where men manifested no significant differ-
ences between extreme groups, the relation
of total optimism and personal need for struc-
ture including its subfactors showed no sig-
nificant differences.

On the other hand, in highly optimistic
women, similarly to highly anxious women,
significant differences were found in the re-
sponse to the lack of structure and personal
need for structure, i.e., more optimistic women
have a lower personal need for structure and
lower response to the lack of structure, simi-
larly to low anxious women.

The results found no significant relation
between pessimism and personal need for
structure or its subfactors.

In addition to the studied relation of per-
sonal need for structure and anxiety, studied
also by other authors (e.g., Sollar, 2005, 2008;
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Sollarova & Sollar, 2003; and others), re-
search studies of the relation between the
need for structure and self-efficacy, or opti-
mism are probably rare, thus we were unable
to discuss the presented results in terms of
findings of other authors.

Conclusion

Based on our research results it can be
stated that, as opposed to other authors,
significant differences between men and
women in the score of personal need for
structure and its subfactors, desire for
structure and response to the lack of struc-
ture, were found.

Women manifested higher personal need
for structure and its subfactors, which is
probablyrelated to the fact that women mani-
fested a relationship between personal need
for structure and the studied characteristics
more markedly than men did.

High personal need for structure is signifi-
cantly positively related to high anxiety in
women, the higher (or lower) the personal
need for structure, the higher (or lower) the
anxiety.

Differences in personal need for structure
and its subfactors were, however, not con-
firmed in the extreme groups divided accord-
ing to pessimism.

No significant differences in the factor
desire for structure (DFS) when comparing
women, but also men, with different degree
of anxiety were found. Desire for structure,
which is more of a motivational factor, is prob-
ably not closely related to anxiety.

On the other hand, it is not surprising that
less anxious women also manifested signifi-
cantly lower response to the lack of struc-
ture (RLS) (more of an affective factor) in
comparison to highly anxious women.

These findings confirm the hypothesis that
subfactors of personal need for structure are
differently related to the studied variables,
i.e., it is a confirmation of the different rela-
tion of response to the lack of structure and
desire for structure to different personality
characteristics.

Negative relation of optimism to personal
need for structure was confirmed only in
women and according to the presented find-
ings; the level of self-efficacy is probably
unrelated to personal need for structure and
its subfactors.

In conclusion, inconsistency of some of
the presented findings with the findings of
other authors is obvious and thus they
should be verified in further researches and
in a much larger sample.
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OSOBNA POTREBA STRUKTURY, ANXIETA, SELF-EFFICACY A OPTIMIZMUS

A. Prokopc¢akova

Suthrn: Cielom §tudie je prispiet’ k objasneniu vzajomnych vztahov potreby Struktury, anxiety,
optimizmu a self-efficacy. Vyskumny vyber tvorilo 237 vysokoskolskych §tudentov a Studentiek
(muzi n = 48 a zeny n = 189). Administrovali sme $kaly: Personal Need for Structure (PNS),
Spielberger‘s Trait personality Inventory (STPI), Generalized Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES) and
Life Orientation Test - Revised (LOT-R). Zistili sme signifikantné rozdiely medzi muzmi a Zenami
v dosahovanom skore osobnej potreby Struktury a jej subfaktoroch — zelanie Struktury a reakcia
na chybanie §truktiry. Zeny manifestovali silnej§iu potrebu Struktury i jej zloziek. Potreba
kognitivnej Struktury a reakcia na chybanie §truktury sa u zien pozitivne spaja s uzkostou.
Subfaktor zelanie Struktiry nevykazal ziadne vztahy so sledovanymi charakteristikami. Vysledky
u zien ukdazali negativny vzt'ah potreby Struktiry s optimizmom a nezistili sa rozdiely v potrebe
Struktury a jej subfaktorov v zavislosti od vysky self-efficacy.



