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* 7 INTRODUCTION .
Anxiety is & dominant and prominent problem of our twen-

tieth .century séciéty. The pervasive influence of anxiety is

manifested 'in-the themes of our 'literature, art, scienck and

religion as well as in the many facets .of day-to-day life.

The popular sxgnc}:yw‘ anxiety ‘is reflected in the behav-

#oural and medica¥ sciences, where anxiety is a centtal( and

major concept. of alost ‘all dynamié theoties of personality
and psychﬂpatholoqy. In The Meaning of An xiety, May (1977)
traces the cultuzal a:-.d histcrical evenés which have trans-
med t}xe covert anxiety of the seventeent’h ang- eighteenth
centuries into the, ovez%iety‘ charaﬂerlstlc of .the latter
half of the twentieth century. May underscores the rise of
an; ety as a mid-twentieth, century phenomencn by pointing out

. that as recengly as the éirst half of thls century only.two

.publications in Beok form,', oné each by Freud (1926/1961) and

Kierkegaard (1849/1944),.attempted to present an objective

" picture of anxiety. In contrast the last two decades have

seen increased. empulca? interest in anxiety as demonstrated
by ths rapid increase m the_ number of Jnveshgataons and ,

publlcﬁtxcns in the area. 5pxelbexger (1972:1) and May (1977)

- ghtinate thet more ‘than’s,000_ articles and books -on anxiety

hav® been published. since 1950. Unfortunately, this increase

in researchhas nét lead to a merging of anxiety theories.




Most r s of anxiety acknowledge that
considerable confubion surrounds “the question of what anx-
iety is, and that clarificgtion of the topic is needed.
Much of the semantic confusion and equivocal research find-
ings arise from the frequent and varied uses made of the
term anxiety. " As Fischer (1970) points out, six)ce theorists
start with divergent definitions of anxiety it is to be ex-
pécted that they will develop different theories of anxiety
occurrence: The result is "as many conceptions of anxiety

as there are theories of man" (p. 135) and a failure, as

" yet, to develop a widely acceptable and comprehensive theory.

== 5 N
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Theories of Anxiety

There ‘are a great number of anxiety theqries which re-

‘present many different approaches and different emphases.

May reviews nine theories in,additio’n to biological, cultur- "

1 and 'philosophical, theories, while Fischer discusses eight
approaches to anxiety. Within any psychological perspective i3
several theoretical views on anxiety\can be. found. Fischer
points out that within the range of psychoanalytic: theories

of anxiety are the theozi}es of Freud, Jung, Adler, Rark,

N .
Horney, Fromm, Sullivan, Hartmann, Rapaport, White, and

Jacobson; and this list still is not exhaustive. In this

section the theories of Freud, Mowrer, Goldstein, and May

will be - as les of psy lytic, learning,
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holistic, and existential coriceptual approaches to anxiety.
Freud (1917/1963) saw anxiety as a central problem, the
solution of which would "throw a flood of light upon our
whole mental exis‘t\ence“ Wol. XVI, p. 393). He made the first
‘attempt tg‘ systematically deal with anxiety from a psycho-

logical viewpoint. Freud's theory changed with time. Ini-

. tially he saw anxiety as a direct manifestation of unemployed

libido. When sexual instincts were -damned up due to contin-
ual frustration, their enexglés were diverted ahd converted i
untxl they erupted lntD conscxousness as an amuety stdte.
Anxicty. vas reqarded by Freud as "something felt”, of a
particular unpleasant affective state. Such anxiety states
had three attributés: "1) a specific character of unplea-
aure; 2) acts of discharge, and 3) perceptions of those acts"
(1926/1959, Vol xx, pp. 132-133). The distinguishing at-
tribute between anxisty and other unplessant feelings was
“acts of discharge” or "definite physical sensations, which
can be referred to particular organs of the Body” (192671950,
Vol. XX, p. 132), sush as palpitations of the heart. - .
Over, the period of his works and writings Freud al:tezeq
his theory of anxiety dnd came to consider -anxiety as a re-

sponse to danger situations.. Ankiety was classed intothree

£ypes, such as: 1) realistic anxiety, 2) moral anxiety, and

3) neurotic anxiety. The distinctions among. these three ,

types of anxiety arise from the origin of the threat which




initiates anxiety, rather than any difference in the ex- *
periential quality of the anxiety state. Realistic,anx-
ety "is anxiety about a known danger” (1926/1959, Vol.
XX, p. 165) present in the external world. i Neurotic anx-
ieiy arises from the pexceptii&n of danger from the id im-
pulses. Realistic anxiety and peurotic anxiety may have

similar characteristics as in the case where the source of ,

'ne\:rotic ‘anxiety is also a known and real danger. ‘In sich

cases the dutinguizhmq factor is the excessive anxiety'

in relanon to the known danger - characteristic of neurotic
anxiety Father than realistic anxiety. - _res\!lnnq from. the
attachment of unknown instinctual dangers to the Known-danger.
Moral anxiety is expexience;i by the ego as shame or guut

and arises fromhe punitiveness of the superego; in par-
ticular the conscience. - Within this Sremevork anxiety was
held by Freud to serve a signal function which ;lertédil the
individual to the presence of internal and/or external dan-
ger which could overwhelm him. "Anxiety is therefore on

the one hand an expactatmn of a tn\mm and on the :other
hand a repetivion of it'in a. Imtxgn\:ed forn" (1925/1959,

Vol: XX, p. 166). This repetition allows the ego, whigh &

previouély expnienced the trauma passxvely, to :ep:oﬂuee it

" actively in a wenkeneﬂ version, offenng a chance to try to

control the caune of ‘the sitiation.
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Mowrer (1950) structures Freud's sanal thebry into

the. framework of learning theory. Anxlety is a CW
form of pain reaction.. Neutral stimuli, which\are ‘con-
tiguous: to "traumatic” stimuli, acayire the capacity to

. encn an amuety Aeaction through cldssical comhtmxpng.

The characteristics of an anxiety reaction are: 1) a state -

" of fieightened tension (or attention) and’almore or léss
apec).f:u: readiness fur (expectxtmn of) a penqu traumatxc .
stmulus, and 2) a form-of d:scomfo;t. Ina later concep-

tualization Mowrer viewed anxxety as ansmg fromacte “one

conini tted and wished he had'not (guiit anxiety) rather.
than the result of acts one wished to commit but could ot i
(impulse anxiety). This view of anxiety. appears to.be a
cognbinacxon-fof moral anxiety and early Freudian' théory.

Mowrer replaces Freud's concept of sexual tension accumu-

lation with unrelieved moral-forces and guilt or shame which''

build up and ertpt into the conssious as' anxiety.

Goldstein '(1939) ‘emphasized the danger aspect of anx-

ety préducing sxtuatlcns. The central features of Goldstem s

cnnceptuanzatmn of anxiety are: 1) anxiety. anses cnly xm‘
the context of an argamsm»envzrbnment relatichship and.is
not merely a question of intrapsychic dynamics, 2) the or~
ganism experiences a sense of danqer due._to ‘the threat from

an . xnadeguate environment; to 1ts self-actualuation possi-

hxhtxes . and 3) ‘the state of expe:ienced dange: leads




Freudians hy hom anxiety is xeduced to’ un:eanst;c fear

to improper. evaluation of ;i:e environment which presents
the orgapism with the imminent éassibiiicy‘ of p;)thinqness
or nonbeing. Thus anxiety is not.présent 'in all situations
but ‘oniy when an inﬁiviéu;l. cahnot. cope with the demands
(catastrophic situaéions') ot an environment. - To atouse
anxiety an experience must be’ seen as threatenxng the ex-
‘xstence ,of both the physical and psychological bezng. sl

Galdstein snehaliizen i Phenofenological ‘dspects of anx-,

’xety althnugh te feels-phennn\enolugu:al ‘and ‘physiological

eve{"ts 456 énty aifferent aspects of a nit"a:y-'p}aces"s‘

Unlxke learnmq theonstB -who equateanx; ty wn:h fear, ur 3

Goldatexn sees anxiety ds dlstxuct from fear.. ‘In contfast

to fear, anxiety 15. 1) temporal rather- than. s);aua/l, :

_2) an emotion deanng with nothing. definite rather than'an.

emotion causally connected with events -in:the external wotd

and 3) withuut :eference to an obJect but "deals w.ith noth—:|

irgness. . PItis the inner experience of bexng faced with®

noth;ngness"\(p. 92). %, : e 53

g ” &

- 'May's (1977) theory. represents a 1ogxca1 extens'lon of .

Serdevatais theory. May | defxnes anxlety a5 "L apprehen—

sion cued off by a threat to some, value which- the mdxvxdual

‘. holds essentlal to h).s existénce as a pexsonauty (p. zbS) k:

This threat 1s mare than a bsripheral external danger, b}t g

“rather ‘a threat; to. some. valge which an individual hclds»aa

¢

essential’ to his security,as.a personality. ;Characteristic & | -




. 'trast 'to. the. excessive response: of:neurotic anxiety: - May .

also states that nornal anxie'ty.-"“nniée neuéotic anxiety,
o 7

1
of anxiety are ”feelings of nnc:ttamey and helplvsness in

the face of -danger” (p. 105) . Hay s dntinction between
normal and neurotic anxiety is on somewhat the same basis as
Freud's _distinction’ betueen realistic and neirctic anxiety.
m nqml (or realistic) anxiety the level bf, anxiety is

appropriate to-the objective threat of the situation in con-

1) do's ot mvolve mechnnisms of intrnpsyv)uc canﬂict stch.

ms, butcan “badealt thh constzuchively. o May points oul

that neurotlc anxiety, as an ovet—respon!e to an obBech
threat_, is displayed by many pexsons who Seem to have an-ex-
cessivé vulnerability to n:uauon.u r.hrenu “in génerali
Suchapattern-of anxiety :espcmse would indicate that the /
\mderstandinq of neurotic anxiety.requires the pzobmq of
individual penonalu:y stzuctuxes which pndupose a person |\
to excessive vulnexahxlity._ 3

The theorists revxewed above genarally agrae /that anx-
iety: has both ph.nomenolobxcll and physi\alogicn aspects and

occurs when a situatlon 13 interp:eted as .a source ‘of - danger‘

az is assocu:ed wath dunger. Just what ntultions and ccm— ot




P " personality',trnlt. This dlstinctxon hetween anxsecy as‘an v

k emononal state and as ‘the disposition to manifest, afrsuety -
hecause qf 1nfiiv1dua1 dxfferences is not made.by the theo-'
nsts revxewed here. Some, indicatxcn of the role of indi-

P : *vidual diﬁfe:ences is implied “in Freud's and May's defini—
e nons “of neurdtic amuecy,,but it is still confounged yith

an ety as sm emot),onal stite. Evmence of ihf(erent types

" of anxlety first, emerqed from factor analytio séﬁdies by .

Cattell and Schexer (1958 1961) . The concepta tevealed'

ctor/ana;Lytu: stua es: .have been further devel-

from these f

oped and reflned by. prelberger (1966 1972b) and are ais:

2 tussed in, the fouowmg secmon."

Much’ of ‘the conflsion in theory and reséarch Sn anxiety

S results from the’ 1mhscrim1nate use of the term an)uety to

refer to, two . q x e diffetem: types: of cancepts (S[aielhergek,'

\1966) ~ ,Past research :mte anxiety has oﬂ:en falled to.dis:

tmgu1sh both operatmnally and cbnceptually between, 1) anx—

- "
“iety - as a tzansxtory emot;onal state or pondltmn of the- human v

orqanism that vanes in inten: _ty and fluctuaces over time"

§ (prelber er; 1 7Zh p.»39), and 2) amuety asia :elacxvély

L stablef and pexmanent personalny dxspcsltxun or trait.




tinctly aifserdnt interpretations gggibe made in that Mr. !
smith is either, 1) anxious "now”, or'2) an®"anxious person”. )
In the case of the first'interpretation, at this moment, the
validiwy of the statement can be verified by making suitable .

measurements-as. to whether or not Mr. Smith is undergoing

(expenencinq) a paxtmulax state with specxfxe propeﬂ: S.

.In the' case. of the second i ' the sam

1951) fxrs‘ ingicated.two dlfferth typ n/anxxety. These

reésearchers identified two dxstmct \nxle{y factors wmch

thed 1abeled, on the basié of the variables: which loaded on
them, as stgte anxiety and.trait anxletzy.' The state anxiety

. factor was interpreted as measuring.a transitory state’or -
“condition vhich varied Gver time i mierie 6 the trait .. ¥

anxxety !actox whxch a sessed a- relatwely stable and. per—

nmarient personality characterxstic‘ Amonq the characcerolog-"

deal vanables which 1oaded on the txa:.t anxiety-factor were

rergic tension" g ", "guilt- ", "suspi-

" and” ? to i nt! (1961, pp. 57, 182) .

The' state" anxiety factor loaded with ‘a set nf variables that

covaried over mea\sutement mtervals, thus indicat g a ttans-' g

itory condition or stat:e Of. “the organism which Shlfted over N




Lot ' 10 .y g

4 timé. ‘The statd anxiety factor, in contrast to the trait

anxiety factor, loaded heavily with vaiic;us physioloéicax
‘indices such 4s heart rate and systolic blood pressure.

4 Further: evidence for two c‘onpeptuhly different types
of anxiety'is presented by Johnson (1968) in his study of
the effects of interview stress, relaxation training and
passage. of ltime on-jéace andtrait anxiety.. Using the—

'Taylo: (1958) Man;fest Anxxety Scale and the Zuckema g #

(1960) Affect Aa;ectxve Check: L}.Bt - General Fom, Johnson

fodda’ that traxt anxiety>medst st yed on “over time .,
* ‘and yere not affected by zelaxati.on or stress. In contr;st.
‘measures of state anxiety,’ usmg systnlm blood pressure,
heart tate, and a’ mod;fied Affect-AdJectlve Check List -
Today Form, decreased during thenrelaxation condition but
increased during the stressful interview. .
Research int ‘trait anxiety indic'ates that it ;eflects
individual dlfferences lﬂ the pdtent;al tO manifest anxxety

‘states in smunons “of ‘Varying stress or; in St words !

a person's anxiety-proneness. ° Spielberger (1966) conpares

the relationship betweén' state arixiety (A-State) and trait .
anxiety (A- Trait) to that of kmeuc and- potentxal energy.
A-State, like kmenc energy, xefers to an ongcunq actxv;ty

of part;Lcular magnitude and A—Trait, Like potential enezgy, .

denotes a 1atent potentul 5% an ‘action-or a reaction tn ‘oceur-

‘:.f tnggered by an appropriate stimulus. Spielberger(l%s,




dangercus and threatening, ; and in ‘the tendency to respond

i Ty

1972b) in cenceptuaiizing A-State as a.transitory condition
of the human organism which varies in intensity and over -
tine;- defiries this condition as "characterized by subjective,
consciously perceived feelings _uf'ten'sion and appreliension,
and activation of the autonomic’nervous systeh” (1972b, p.
39). The concept of A-Trait-as a relatively stable person-
ality trait implies .individusl “differences in the aisposi-

tion to' perceive a wide range of stimulus situations as ©

to such thre wi.Eh A—State reactmns" (197211. | B8 39).

Sp;elhezgg: {1972b) points Qut that A—Trait may be considw.
ered to reflect individual dxffezences in the"intensity and
fzequsncy with whlch A-States.have been experienced in the
past and the probability that A-States will occur. in-ghe™
future. Indxvxduals high in A-Trait .tend to perceive more
situations ‘as dangercus and tend to xaspond ta these s(;ua—
tions with A-States of greater intensity thas .1ndx\uduals

low in A-Trait. . T , Se: s

Hodges (1967; 1968), Hodges and prelbetger (1966,

1969) and others have iound tha; individuals dxffennq in
A~Tralt may -exhibit’ dlfferentl.al responses in A-State. Hodges .
and Spiélberagr (1969) examined the' zeﬂ:ucnsmps between
measures of state and. trait anxiety and perfoxmance on . e

Wechslez 1955) - adutt Intelligence Scale'digit span subgest.

No differencehn parfomance warb found between - persons

™ v 5l =g
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measuring high or low in A-frait, but the performance of

persons with high A-State was significantly goorer than

persons y'zépoxéing low A-State. Thus datad from this study.

indicates a relati ip ‘between _and A-State
= s

but hot A-Trait. Hodges ‘(196%), using s1tuatlons structured

“fo. present-a threat to self-esteem and a th:eat of phyamal

in types of fst:esq Faced with a threat to. sel esteem,

of thxeat for pezsons cf eithex 1ow = high A-Trait, ,wmle :

sxgnxhcant 1ncreases, ‘both in’ self-report ana physiologlcal

measures xésui:ed from the threat of shock, there was no xe—' 5

: latmnship bet!ween the magnitude of changes in A-State and

level nf A—Tx:axt measured by the Taylor Man

fest’ Anxie(:y

pain, found}h\ in; A-state - responses between persons i
having aifrerent YeToait 1evels, over euuacions cnffenng

I




y ly the parent—chlld punishment relationsh:.p influence an i

Yt : 13 &
. ¥ 4 -

(1956) nnd Lushene (1970) in observations of individuals'

S

A-State increases due to viewinq a stressful movie xllus— ‘i‘w‘

r_ratxy:q physically painful accidents. B ; .

spxe berger (1972b) offera an explanation for the |

. above’ £indings, Since it ‘is assunea that‘residuala of .

past experience detexlm.ne xnﬂl\lldual dlfferences in A' rut,

€ prelbetqer speculates that chxldhocd exper;\ences. especul-

1ndlv1dual's A= Tnu 1ével: A patent-‘chxld relationshxp e bl

by the paxent would weake-r' the, cmm's self-ccnﬁdence and ‘<

2 mo:g threatenlng by mg‘n A-Trait persons than by lcw A-Trait

wm.qh mvnlved excessxve cntuusm and negatxve appraisals

.lover his self-esteem. - The res1dua1 of “such past eXperience

would zesuit ip an mdxvxdual highly’ pxed:.sposed m anxlety

prcneness (h gh' A~ Trax‘) . With self- deprecuung attltudes- :

N

reasons- “any ego—lnvolvxng sxtuatxon would'be perce1 a8 %

persens. “ since-a‘ si:uatmn oF" physxcal pain woul\i ot

thzeaten self esteem, it would, nat result int ﬂlfferentxal

“Trait xndividuals .

arousal ‘of. A—state hT"tHEEH 1gh and lorw

Howeyer, due ‘to conﬂictmq ev: dence in this area,’ ! 7




: mawmual's past’ expen,em:e m‘th sulular cizcumstances and

i

H

3

prelbexge:*(lﬂ:b) outlihes the process o£, anxiety in order T i
i E

fo clarify the relatlonshlp between state and tuit anxlet N f ¥

The arousal of anxuty state involves a se:ies o£ 'temporal—

J.y ordeted events, ngqe!sd by an\exte!nul >3 n.ntgxnal nﬂm—

aptitude‘ abilxmes ‘and aast &%

e:ga; 3

is appraised as: thzéacemnq n: win evtke an’

mcuvmuavs abxlity to deal with'the threat‘ . nependmg on the.

Ms aptitude, effecuve cgpan acuons and/or defense lnech-

anisms will be utxhzed to counter the i:hteat and thius. re

dcs tie ‘lével of amuef.y. “'.l'his copinq behaviour in’ turn,

provides £ ,‘ oK for| t‘ne - ==1 of the! si'tuation ‘and;

dependmg on xts success or fa:lure, a J.owennq or taxsinq'

of ‘the 1eve1 of ‘A-State. 5 '_ : RN

In the process of, anxigty,

-Tr it plays a‘olein
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threatening. In the case where the high A-Trait person

has the necessary skills and experience for coping with

the intensely stressful situation, that situation will

not be ‘perceived as threatening. In contrast, a situation
perceived hy most persops as non-threatening may, because
of personal tra‘\m\atnc s)gnxflcance, be seen as quite threat-
ening by a low A-Trait p_erson. While useful information

.concerning the probability of arqusal of high levels of A-

State may be provided by knowledge of A-Trait level, only
actual measuremdfit: of ‘A-State in a particular situation
can evaluate the impact of that situation on A-State in-

tensity (Spielberger, Lushene 'and McAdoo, 1971).

© The Measurement of Anxiety States

The previous discussion outlines the importance of
differentiating two types of anxiety - A-State and’ A-Trait.
A-State has been defined as a transitory condition which
may fluctuate over time and vary in intensit);, whereas A-,
Trai:impnes individual differences in disposition to
p ' manifest fodtaies; Fatibre do dlscrimivete which type of

anxiety was being measured explains much of the inconsis-

tency in findings in ‘the area of anxiety research. Future
‘ research requiring measurement of anxiety, or fluctuations
in anxiety, may.prove. more méanxmjf\ufana fruitful if dif-

ferentiation is made between A-Trait and A-State and af,

- . prior to conducting stidies, it is décided upon which of \
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the two, if not both, interest will be focused.. .

\“TMost research into anxiety as a transitory itta (a-
State). has sought to identify the pr;;pertiés of anxiety X
states and the situations which give rise to them. - Intro-
spective reports have enjoyed the Host widely accepted us-
age as basis for xnferring'A-Staée. Basowitz, Persky,
Korchin and Grinker (1955) define anxiety as "the conscious
amd reportable experience of intense dread and foreboding,
conceptualized .as internally -derived and unrelated to ~ v
external threat" (p. 3). Thus by conventional usage. if one
reports that he feels "anxious" then he is anxious. Krause
(1961) concluded that of the six different types of evidence
conventionally used to infer A-State, some combination of
introspective reports in conjunction with physiological-
behavioural signs is’ required to unambiguously define the
presence of anxiety states in humans.” Krause states thatv
the delineation of stress or stimuli on grounds other than
the anxiety response it@'is difficult since the anxiety-
producing potential of a particular stress or stimulus depends
on an individual's past experience or conditiohing to ‘that
stimulus. Notwithstanding this problem Krause (1961),
Basowitz et al. (1955), and Mandler and Watson (1966) suggest’
it is necessary to separate sfimuli with little potential to

evoke anxiety from those which have anxiety-producing poten-

tial. In contrast, Martin (1961) argues that response
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patterns independent of the external or internal stimuli
best define anxiety states: -

In the past two decades much of the progress in mea-
surement of personality characteristics has involved mea-
ssurement of personality traits rather than psychological
states '(Spielberger, 1972b). ’ In most anxiety research,
measurement tools, such as the Taylor Manifest Anxiet}'
Scale, whichstap A-Trait have been employed. Research

focusing on anxiety as a transitory emotional state has’

) utilized physiological measures ‘such a§ blood pzessure anid

Yhevsalvantc ki theponta (Auerbach 1971).  However, over
the past decade promising self-report measures of emotional
states, including anxiety, have been developed.

While ‘it is recognized that verbal self-report scales
are vulnerable to falsification, their use to measure efo-
tional states is based on the 'inventory prémise’, or the
asumption that people, if Bufficiently motivated, are cat
BallE oF wid WILLing 5 Fepoct AScurately iASORMEION Cens
cerning their feelings and behaviour (Wilde, 1972).
Hildreth (1946) developed the firs.t‘comptehe‘zn’sive battery
of self-report scales for the measurement of Feelings. The
Hildreth Feeling and Attitude Battery was derived by clas-
T g S —_ typifying moods and atti-
tudes, into six categories using a modified Thurstone tech-
nique to produce a set of scales whi:;h assessed, various

moods and .affect states. s '

i
£]
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The "Personal Feelings:- Scales" developed by Wessman and

Ricks (1966) were among thé first self-report measures to

include a state anxiéty (Tranquility versus Anxiety) scale.,

The subject indicated "hbw calm or troubled you feel" by
che:ki;-ng one item on a single, ten item scale. ';‘he Wessman
and Ricks scales are, as the Hildfeth scales; cumulative
scales with items orfi:xjed in ascending intensities of a’. -
specific feelings state. Unfortunately, only limited, valid-"
ity informition on this anxiety scale is Teported sxnce\'\\
wessman and Rlcks main inte:est was the elatxon»deprass;\on -
dimension of the scales. : 7z

Nowli§ and Green (cited in Nowlis, 1965) used factor
analysis to derive scales for measuring twelve different
mood dimensions, one of whith was an anxiety dimension.
Subjects rated themselves on a four point mood-intensity
dimension scale in response to sentences beginping with I
feel" and ending in various adjectives. Initially the anx-
iety factor had loadings of several‘adjectives but only
three, "clutched-up”, "fearful” and "jittery", yielded con-
sistent findings. Unfortunately, basing the anxiety scale
on V:Jmee items limits considerably the range and reliabil-
ity.of this state anxiety measure. #

Scheier and Cattell (1960) developed the IPAT B-Par-
allel;?brm\ Anxiet; Battery (8-PF) for the repeated measure-

ment of changes in -anxiety over times . This battery has




¥ 19 . . -
eight forms, each consisting of subtests for which high \
loadings, on an A-State factor were demonstrated by factor
analysis. - While many of the variables which load on this =

factor also have high loadings on an A-Trait factor, the &

patterns of the loadings-are different. For this reason
Cattell (1966) conaiders a single pexsonalxty questionnaire

can b€ used tc assess bor.h state and trait amuety. The Y g

author, assumes that a si igle response to a acu‘le

tem may =

reflect both tuit and state characteristics and thpt theae

chaxécterut;cn can be datemxned simultnneouuly by d;ffe ;
ential wexghtan of ‘the respbnse _uccordxng to the scale .. . -
item's contribution to the state and trait, factors.. . - .
Spielberger (1972b) notes that four subtests of the 8-PF
Anxiety. Battezy appen to reflect behavlouzal disposxt:.ons
indicative of A-Trait rather than ‘A-State and ard ip fact
derived from ‘an A-Trait masu:e, .t.he object!ve-malyuc (0-A)
Anxiety Battery (Cattell and Scheier, 1960). Afother subtest
measiire requires reporting of Sreguency of past .cxperi‘exflceq

rather than the reporting of intensity of present experiences.

ety Battery appears more-rel-

For thése reasons the s-P?an
evant. to A-Trait than to AdState. Also/the validity data

reported fot,the PF Anxlety Battexy as a measure of A-state’

tends to be limited. o AT et

Only a féw scuml have been developed to measure the

phenomernologis: lapa:tl of state anx-uty. 'l'he two m;n L

+
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scales used to measure A-State and suppbrted by validity

data are the Affect Adjective Check List (zuckerman, 1960)

and the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger, Gorsuch,
and Lushene, 1970). Both of these self-report measures also |
have. scales, fr fneasuring A-Trait. L.
Zucketman's Affect: -Adject‘ive<check List consists of -
21" adjectives wyhich\vdescxipe the range of feelings!of ap anx-

iety @imension rathér' than the ‘mood-intensity as in: scales' =~ .

described previously, .’Since :n'e individual, by checking
the approprxate adjective, can-describe how he feels:at, any
specxnc period the adjectwe list can be used to measure . : i

either A-State or A-Trait, depending on the Snstzuctions B

" given. A-State is measured using, the Today Form of the .

Affect Adjective Check List which directs the subject to e

check adjectives aggeriptive’of *how you feel nowl’, while |
A-Trait measurement,utilizes the Affect Adjective Check .
List - General Form wn:}_x ifstructions: for the subject to: )
chéck adfectives. deseribing “how, you-generally feel®. Mile
relatively 1ov correlations (between .40 and .60) aremfoyid

bétween the Affech Adjectxve check ‘List - Genéral Form and

other’ A-Trait ‘meastres such as the Taylor Manifest Anxiety

Séale’ and the IPAT 8 PE, there. isimpressive ev:.dence for
the validi,ty-of the Affect AdjectivesCheck List - Today form

as a measure of A-State (Spielberger et al, 1970, Table 6,
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The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (Epielbarger et al.,

1970) which was developed as a reliable and relntlvely brief

self-report measure of both A—St_ate and A-Trait consists of ™

separate 20-item scales u\ea!uring the two anxiety. cuncepts.

The A-Trait scale of the it Anxiety y is

g a:compamed by instructions for the sub]ect to mdicate on

each-jten scale "how you . generally feel" in: teims of fre-

guency;of occurrence, while the A-State scale xeguixes :he

person to indi:ate. in tems Uf tensity of feellngs.’

'how‘

! you feel n.ght ncw, that is, at” this moment"

the S‘Eate-wraxtnnxuty Imentory - A-State Scale’éan also’ be

& admmste:ed thh 1nstructmns for the 1nd1v1dual \to. respond

according to how e felt at sorfe parf:u:ular previous time .
peripd, ‘such as at the begxnnxng and at the.end of.a long
task.” Spielberger et aL' (1970) state that most. peeple can

xespond without dlfflculty to the State -Trait Anxiety Inven-

tory - A-State items according to how' they felt in a spe-
clfxc sitiation or atia pazeicular time, "provided the| feel-
ings were recently, expeuencea/ana ‘the.persan {s monvated/
to ccoperate “(p. 4). :
_Bvidence for ‘the validity of the Stnte;'l.‘rabit Anxiety

Tnventory scales is reviewed in spielberger, et al. (mo).

rait Anxlety Inventory

}\~State Scale to be a sensxtxve xnatrument in measunng the

1ével of ’, itory’ anxiety’exp by individuals in

For research o
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- situations of varying stress, while the MTrait scale has :
been found to remain relatively _scsue for give’\;_\_individuals
across situations. -In evaluating the State-Trait Anxiety . . |
Inventory. (STAI) and the, Affect ‘Adjectivé Check List (AACL), i
. ) - Cumming:. (1968) squests that "the AACL.appears to be.a. more

< crude measure of afféctive state and also mote vulnera.ble

“to social desxrumllty Efects' (p. 73) than the State-Trait

_stafes that "iha STAL isq’ 4,

‘the m_/t carefully 6l Ingtrune , from botn, heoretical | |

) “and xrethoaological stanﬂpoints, of those pre}ntly in use e r
(p. 71).- ‘Tt:dis the State—Tran: Anxlety Invenitory which wiu
74 3
be emplayed to measure anxiety in ‘the present study. < e

i i é\ .. E§o'Threat, Physical Threat and State-Anxiety
Experimental investigations of anxiety have utilized

- two'classes of stressors, psycnozoqmal stressors and phys-

1cal stressors, to'induce A-States (FcAdoo, 1970) . Evidence

: for the conceptuauzatmn of distinct chsses of stressors

7 & is presented in Baso\utz et al. (1955) Orn the basis of’ ex- e
¥ tensxve studies ni soldiers undergmng paratroop tra;mnq,
@ th.ese :esearcheu report two dl!tlnct types of amuety wluch
they’ turm harm anyicty and shamg amuety. Basnwitz etal .

further StB e

that "the dxstinctlon bitween the two diffar- i
. S oent Tock of anxiety is primatily a conceptual. ope. m: “the
5o ¢ expexiencer himself there may be only the \mltaxy’state ni .

" ¢ ! emctlonal distxeu" (pp. : 272‘273) LIt may be cox_xsxderedv
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that psychological stressors (threat of failure) give rise
to shame anxiety, while physical stressors (threat of injury»
or death) induce harm amxiety. ’

Stressors can pose en:her an 11np11ed or a direct threaf_
to an’individual and thus the suys,equent effects can result

impact. (confrontaticn 4

veither from the anticipation of or the

with) of the stimulus conditions. Physlcal stress, such as

electncal sheck, can. involve e&ther antiy patmn of pain-

which will llkaly_be A-State’ amuslng or ‘the direét xmpacc 5

of the stressor which' results’in pain. Psychclngxcal stress

- can also be implied or diregt. Anticipagon of the ptimulus

go-lnvolv;ng xnstxnctxons"

such ag "this test is an intelligence (or personality eval-
uation) test", where the direct impact of the stimuli is
experiénced, through failure feedback on.a task.  The remain-
der of this sect.mn will\revxew studies conducted to evaluate:
the effects o! thextwo ‘types of stressoxs on A-State for
persons who diife: in A Tran: and -the relatlonshlp hetween
state and trait anxiety under stressful conditions. -

Up o, the middle of the last decade most 1nvest19atozs
“of anxlety phenomena were cqnce;med vxt)} exthex r’state ‘or
A-'g':ra‘it rather thar the relationship between the two
(Spielberger, 1966). - In the last few years moré aivect -

.experimental evidence regarding the gffects of ‘stress on A-

State “for persons who differ on A-Trait has emerged.from

studies initially.utilizing physiological neasures and more
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recently, with the development of introspective guestion-
naires, through the use of self-report measures. - '
B
.\ The bulk of the evidence, although sometimes:contra-

dictory, indicates that physical stress (i.e., anticipation

‘of pain) increases A-State although such xnclements are not

rglated to an individual's A-Trait level. Katkin (1965,

1966).,, using _of nonspe ific skin ise and the

\skin res1stance level, found that physicad” threat resulted

;in inqreased Al State levels, but ‘such chanqes were not re-

“lated to the subject's level of A=Trait. Hodges (1967, 1968)

and Hodges and Spielbezqer (1968) report similar -!esults w

using ,both physmlogxcal (hearc rate) and self- nepart (Affect
v

" Adjective Chiack List) measures of AState.

:Check’ List - Today.scores produced by ‘threat of. shock (x

In the ‘Hodges and Spielberger (1966) study no differ-
ential increases in A-State were found fob persohs who
differed in levels of A-Trait in response to éh:eac of shock’,
Howevery subjects who repo’rted qz‘eatez fear of shnck on a :
Fear. of Shock Questionnaire; two —— prior to the expe:—
iment, showed greater increases in A-State from threat of
ghock  than ‘subjects with,low reai of Shock iasEishnaiss
scores. Fear of 5hock: Ql'lestlonmure scores correlated

siqnifzcantly vith changes in heart rate and ' Affect Adjective

.33 and .49 respectively) but virtually zero correlations

- were found between A-Trait and both Fear of Shock Questionnaire
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scores and changes in heart rate (£ = .09 and .05 respec-
tively).
Malmo, Shagass, Davis, Cleghorn, Graham and Goodman

(1948) present évidence which, contradicting the findings

‘of the above studies, indicates that there is a differen-

.tial responding in increments of A-State by high A-Trait

and low A-Trait individuals. This study found that neurotic
pat;ent.s showed a sxgmfxcannly hther fxequency of galvam.c
skin - response ogsiulations than ncmal controls dunnq an . &
‘anticipatory penod preceding pnnful thex‘mal stimulation. o
Hovever, MoAdoo (1970) argues that, since ‘each ‘subject” had

been reagsured individually concerning the safeness of pro-
cedures, the gontrois and patients may have reacted differ-
ently to the 1nt3pexsuna1 aspects of the situation. In
addition, McAdoo (1970) proposes that the patients may have
construed the presentation of painful stimuli as a form_of

punishment and thus .their more interise reactions comparéd to

the controls may have heén due. to ;zﬁgi} perception of the
significance of the painfiil stimuli; rathér than the aptici-.
pation of pain" rp. 16) . )

. several mvea\—.sgacors (Haselhorst Note 2 \{uexbach 1971,
1973; Spielberger; Auerbach, ‘Wadsworth, Dunn, and Taulbee,
1673) have studied. the relationship of A-State changes toch-
Trait level in clinical settings with surgery patients,

Haselhorstmate Z)usznq the State-Trait Anxiét lnventory to
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measire the A—Stnte level of patients at four ﬂlffe!&’m‘: pe—
riods, found that high and low A-Trait qroups (spl:t at the
median) did not respond to the physical threat of surqery
‘with differential ihcreases in A-State level. A-State scores
obtained pric‘rr— to surgery, when' it would be ‘expected that

physical threat would be foremost.in the patients' minds, .

showed ‘the léwest correlation with A-Trait scores; while A-

State scores taken during the convalescent period after -
" sgrgery, when‘thxgi!i to-self-esteem through helplessness i
was most likely gxeacest, were most hxghly cortelated with
A-Trait ‘scores. ' Audrbach (19u 1973) “studied the effects
of surgery-induced stress on state-trait anxiety and in turn
the relationship between state-trait aniiety and adjustment
to surgery. Inboth studies the' magnituds of change in A-
htate 1eve1 was found to be unrelated .to the patxent's A— '
Trait 1eve1 While. high A-Trait patients respérded with
higher levels of A-State than low A-Trait patients, both

before and after surgery,. the increment before and decrement

L)

LS

after surgery were ‘identical for both groups. $pielberger’ ', '

‘et al.(1973) found that while A-State levels varied over

periods of surgery, ATrat levels remained appmxim:’ely'

Auerbach's,:

the same. ' This study produced.findings. simxlar to
with high A-Trait pa{mnts exmbumq higher 1evels of A-

Stéte than low-A-Trait patnents in buth Pre... and post-sI\rgery

periods, ‘but both groups shcmng almast identical declines




nf/ph ical harm induces'elevations in anxiety as an—emb/

mmal state, but that mdwxduarsuffennq in A-Trait

level do nct

‘f:Eer 1n theu- perception of. the degree of

danger posed hy the physxcal threat..

“In contrast to the findings of no relatxonship be-

tween A state and A-Trait 1evels under physlcal threat, 2

: several :eseaxchers have fouind hat ‘stimulus, condstmns st

posing a ‘threat to: self—esteem, either direct or nnplxed;
will lead to differential lévels of A-State for persons
differing in A-Trait level. 'Howéver, the findings of ‘sarly
stidies using physiological measures have produced: ‘contra-
Aict'ozy evidencé concerning. the effects of ego threat on |
the  state-trait relationship. yu
Several studigs have used heart rate and skin conduc—
‘tance level as, the 1nﬂlcant5 of A-State to study the effects

kmds of éq6 threat on persons. differing in A

of varigl

Trait as & aluated by various tests. presumed to measuxe A=
Trut. sﬂ.verman (1957) fcund fio relat;onship between the
magnxtude of change in skin conductance Tevel and scores

on' the Taylar Han‘iest Anxiety s::ale for sub)ects th:eat- v

éned " with electrxcal shock if they’ performeﬂ poorly on

slmple anthmetic problem. Raphelsnp (1957): ‘found- that, "




. increase in skin conductance level from a'non-stressful’

_formmq ‘a serial 1earning task and fuund the percentage

j found that criticism of subjects' performances’failéd t&

‘found-a- relationship betwesn physiol gxcal measures of A=~

. Scale-and 1e‘§t Anxlety scores were found to corxespcnduwith

i and- Gelb_er:,'
‘.and ‘Avery,’ 1965)
“high Test Anxl‘ety

’ 'ouestlonnaiu scores under c'ndxtxans of.

; 28 & i i .
=y A\ . . .
while'a subgroup hé considered 'to be anxions -(low need for H

achievement, high testanxiety scores) showed the greatest.
N :

condition to one:involving ego-orienting instructions on a
complex perceptual motor task, the change 'in skin conduc-

tance/ level did not relaté slgmf).cantly to Taylor Manifest 3

Anxiety Scale ;scores Ishxguro (1265) gave faxluxe feed-

back to grcups of‘lugh anxloua and/luw amuou

S

cnhnge lin: skin conductam:e evel equivalen't for bcth groups i

Similarly * bykman, Ackerman, -Galbrecht and Beese (1963) "

produce differential heart rate changes. &s.a function of
Taylor Manxfest Anxxety Scale scores.

Contx\ary to the -above fmdmgs other researchers nave N

State.and: A-Tzait scctes. H. qher Taylor Manxfesr. A.nxilty

increased hean: ‘rate responses to: questibns (Dykman,,  Rees

Gllb ech\t and 'l‘hcmasso ,41959), a matching test (Judson

965) v and anaqzam problems (Ha\tlescon, Smith-* £
Kissel and Lettig (19551 found that” 7

. scores, more ‘.-

vith highexr skin

onductance Jevels than low ‘Test .Apxgatg.‘ g

. N




 that mgn A-Trait undergraduates res‘ponded to negative feed-

.amdngst high A- Tralt subjects as well as the greateést dif- B
,ference betyeen A-State leVels for high and low A-Trait

“groips. McAdpo (1970) :studying the effects of strong fail-

/ state levels increased from & rest,to a perfommarce paried
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due to @n insoluble problems task. Several researchers
(Harleston et al.,1965; Hodges and Spielberger, 1969) have - T
also found a negative correlation between A-State level (in-
creased heart rate and Affect Adjective Check List scores)
and performance on a task.

Several investigators have used self-report .measures
to ﬂemonstzate -differential A-State responses as a £unct::nn
of A-Trait Ievel under ego threat conditions. Auerbach
(Note 1)found tHat.subjedts working on a word completion. task

experienced si'gniéit:an:iy greater increments in A-state

under a ccmdl.t:.on of faxluze feedback than under either -

success or no feedback chdxtlons. The failure feedback

condxtxohs &vcked the greatest 1ncreases inA-State levels

ure feedback, ﬁ‘ud failyre feed and st £

about perfnrmance on a memory, tssk found ‘that subjects’ A-

with.the magnltude of increase greater for high ‘a-Trait

suh:ects than for low A~ Trait subjects. o'Neil (1969) found

back “about petformance on a compucer—assi..sted learning task,

with greater initial xnuremen:shn A-sState than low A-Trait
students. 3 ER . .
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Some studies have examined the relative e(fects of
both physical threat and ego threat on level of Alstate
for individ\.@ls who differ in A-Trait level. Lamb (1969),
using a Speech Anxiety.Test scale as a measuze‘a of A-Trait,
found §hat high A-Trait subjects showed greater increases
in State-Trait Anxiety Inventory - A-State scores from a
pre-speech rest period to a peri¢d in which they gave a
two minute speech (ego threat) than did subjects with low
A-Trait scores. In contrast when Faguired: £o blow up & Bal-
15»:‘5 until it burst (physical -threat), high and low A-Trait
subjects responded wlth elevated hut undifferentiated State-
TIB]C Anxlety Inventory = B State scores. .
Hodges (1967, 1968) used the State-Trait Anxiety In-
ventory to measure both A-State and A-Trait in an investi-
gation Of the effects of failure feedback, success feedback .
and anticipation of electrical shock on a memory task for
undergraduate subjects. He found that high A-Trait subjects
exposed to failure feedback (ego threat) responded with
" ehanges: int A-State scores of greater magnitude from a rest
to a stress period thah did low A-Trait subjects. Threat
of \electric shock. (physical threat) prodyced increased A-
State levels unrelated to a subj‘éct'sr 1eLre1 of A-Trait.'

The ;success, feedback served as a no threat condition.

_ : A
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As part of a study of trait-state dnxiety and authori-

tarianism-rebelliousness, Shedletsky (1972) replicated Hodges'

(1967) study. However, Shedletsky developed a more threaten-
ing physical threat condition by ingtructing subjects that
they would receive strong electrical shock and that they
were being video-taped in compliance with university regula-
tions to protect students from experimental harm.
Shedletsky found that both ego (failure feedback) and
physical (electric shock) threat induced increments in
§ A-State, with physical threat .creating a greatér magnitude
of A-State arousal than ego threat. Also, physical threat
created a greater magnitude of A-State arousal in the high
A-Trait group’then the low A-Trait group, while ego threat i
didn't evoke any differentiation in magnitude of A-State
- arousal. Thus, contrary to Hodges, Shedletsky found differ- ;
ential A-State arousal, as measured by the State-Trait Anxiety 3
: i

Inventory, to be a function of a person's A-Trait level in

i
- response to a physical threat but not in response to an .ego ]{
threat. 5 ® ’ ;

As a possible explaffation for the contradiction, I

Shedletsky states that the physical threat condition, being :

considerably more threatening that Hoddes' physical threat

condition, may not only have generated anticipation of pain
. but also the expectation in the subjects that they would not
¥~ be able to tolerate the electric shock (physical threat) and

would have to withdraw from the experiment. Singe this




Shedletsky, 1973). . L
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withdrawal from the experiment would be seen by everyone

s p
viewing the video-tape, the physical threat condition could
have been confounded by the subjects' fear of shame (ego-

threat) should they show.weakness in withdrawing from an

experiment which others seemed to tolerate. The cummulative

effect of the two factors present in such a dual threat may
have made the condition extra threatening; léading to the
higher A-State aroysal in Shedletsky's physical threat,condi-
tion, with the ego threat element of the condition inducing
differential A-State responses between the groups. Also,
Shedlétsky 'suggests.that. theslack of différential A-State
responses between high and low A-Trait groups in thé ego
threat condition may result from the failure feedback condi-
tion lacking sufficient intensity. McAdoo (1970) found that,
differential responding to ego threat occhrred HeE SESH
failure feedback but not under mild failure feedback..

- However , Shedletsky (1972) feels the-more plausible
reason for the conflicting results is that Hodges utilized,
as an A-Trait measure, the Taylor (1953) Manifest Anxiety
Scale which has 'high correlation with the ‘State-Trait
Anxiety Inventory - Trait Scale (r = 0.80 and 9.79), whereas
his own A-Trait measure was a modified version of the S-R
Inventory of Anxiousness (Ender, Hunt and Rosenstein, 1962;

Endgf, 1968, cited in Shedletsky, 1972; &nd Ender and '

¢ ’ =
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Ender and Shedletsky (1973) contend that the §-R Inventory
of Anxidusness »a/s a multidimensional measure of trait anx-
'1ety which "sums anxiety responses across a variety of sit-
_“uations ... is ... a mofe representative and adequate mgasure
of trait-anviety" (p. 347) than unidimensional meas;xrgs such
as the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory-Trait Scale or \:i’ie Taylor
Manifest Anxiety Scale. Ender and Shedletsky pmpose that,

contrary to a confounded physical: thréeat vatiable, the more

likely explanation for the conflict with Hodges' (1967) re-
sults "is that. the [scate-'r:a'ic An'xiety _Inventory] trait scale

. is linited to measuring 1nterpersona1 (ego threat) situations,

whereas the S-R Inventory Of Anxiousness" (1973, p. 358) -
measures the interpersonal, ?hysical danger and’ amb;ghons
threat aspects of situations. Shedletsky (1972) presents his
f£indings as evidenég that the relationships between trait and .

state anxiety are bettér 3 by an In: ion-Model

of Ahxiety (Ender and\l-l\mt 1956 1968a, 1968b, 1969) than

L Spielberger's State-Trait Amu.el:y Theory. '

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of the present study was to 1) investigate
the effedts of ego threat, physical thz:eat, and the chnbinad
.- tion of ego ana physxcal/threat on A-State for ‘persons who

aiffex in A-Tr_azc, 2). replicate Hodges' (1967) study, and'

3) explore thé cbrflicting findings in Shedletsky's (1972)
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replication of Hodges' (1967) study. It was expected that

a close replication of Hodges' (1967) conditions of ego
‘threat and physical threat as well as the incorporation of a’,,
specifio combined ego-physical threst condition would shed
light on possible confounding variables in.Shedletsky's study.
Subjects were selected on the basis of extreme scores on the
State-Trait Anxiety Inventory - Trait Scale.® The measure

of A—S‘tace»was'the State-Trait Anxieity Inventory - State
Scale. -Differential instructions were used to produce ego
threat, physical threat,” ego-physical threat and no threat

(control) conditiocns. for subjects requh‘ed t6 ferforii on a

mémory ‘task.
The expe:in(en_cai procedure consisted of a Rest pénfaa_,

a Performance Period in which:a memory task was administered,

a Peedback Period; a Test Period in which the memory task

was readmih;s‘cered, &nd a second Feedback Pericd. On the

basis of the Trait-State Anxiety Theory the following hypotheses

were formulated in relation té changes in the A-State measure:
1) High and low A-=Trait subjects would ménifels;:

‘‘incréases in A-st.ate m response to ego thireat

‘and physxcal threat. .

2) Increases in A-State a‘s a function of ego’

threat would be greater for high A-Trait

than for low A-Trait 1ndiv1dua15, but fio: ¥

-dxfferennal usponse in A- state as a

function of. physical’ threat weuld occur.




s . METHOD
'
Subjects
Ve v
The subjecu in this study were 118 undergraduates
(56 males and 62 females) enrolled at Memorial l.huvezslty
Of Newfoundland. The subjects were selected from a larger
pool of students who completed the Trait Anxiety Scale of
the sr_ate-;rraxt ’Amuety Inventory as part of a battery o

of tests given in the Department of Psychology. Students

whoobtained écorés in the bottom third of the larger
pool's distribution. of Trdit Ahxiety Scale gcores’were |
designated the Low Anxiety Group, while students obtaining
scores in the top third were designated the High Anxiety
Group. There were 61 Low Anxiety and 57 High Anxiety sub‘-
jects. Students with scores falling in the Low Anxiety

Group, but who obtained scores above the 90, percentile

the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crown

and Marlowe, 1960) were excluded fmm the qronp.

" Experimental Measures
The. principle dependent variahle in: this study was the

State-Trait rAnxie\;\ty Invéntory.- State Anxiety Scale, a self-

o e

{
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report measure of A-State (Appendix A). The State-Trait
Anglety Tnventory, - Trait Anxlety Scaid was used-to seléct
subjects who differed in A-Trait (Appendix B). :Both scales
of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory are described below.
The State-Tl’lit Anxiety Inventory was used to measure
both state anxiety (A-Stute) and trait anxiety (A-T!nxt).
The State—']‘tait Anxiety Inventoxy consists of two self-

report scalas, each consiscmg ©of twehty statements to

whlch a person responds as to "how you ganetallx feel" @

(A-Trait meusuxe) nnd "how you feel right now, that is,

at this moment" (A-State measure). The subjects are in=

structed to describe how 'they/feel in the context of each .

: v
scale item by marking one of ‘four points raaging from "not

at all™ to "very much so" for the State(Anxiety Scale form,
b :
and from “almost never” to. "almost always| for.the Trait ¢

Anxiety Scale form. The Trait Anxiety Scale includes such

* statements as "I lack self-confidence” and "I worry too

mucH_over something that really doesn't matter", while the
State Anxiety Scale has statements such as "I feel jittery"

and "I feel content". The State Anxiety Scale form is

~ balanced ‘to avoid acquiescence set with ten direct items

and ten reversed items. The Trait Anxiety Scale form

while not balanced, has thirteen directly, scored items and

seven reversed items. Spielberger et 'al (1970) coll\puted
alpha: .:oefucann for the l:ollege and high nchool normative:

samples -and .obtained reliability coefficients for the Trait
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Anxiety Scale ranging from 0.86 to 9.92, and for the State
Anxiﬁty Scale the range was from 0.83 to 0.92.
.
Experimental Design .

The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory was administered as

part of a battery of tests to a large sample of undergradu-
L

ates. ‘These students whose scores fell in the top third of
the 1at'qe: sample's distribution. were. designated High Tréit
Anxious (ngh A-Trait) while ‘the students whose scores feu

“in ‘the bottom third were designated Lov Trait Anxious (Low

- R Trﬂit] .. Since the ‘ai. tnbutlen of A—Traxt SCOIES dld no
allow for ‘sufficient subjects of oné sex, sex groups becamj
as a post-Hoc variable. ’ ’

The rqgix A-Trait and Low A-Traif subjects were ramdom-
ly assiqﬂeé to the six 'cm@itioris of a 2x3 factorial design

to form 12 groupé.:(Eigure 1). One factor of the design was

. two levels of Bgo Thzpat - failure and success on a cogni-

ti\}e-task. The second factor was three levels of Physical
Threat ~ absence of threat'of electrical shock, threat cf
eidetrical shock in private surroundinqs, and threat of
electrical shock in ‘public surrounﬂinga.

Procedure N

. o \ 3 .
. Each subject was run individually with High A-Trait
and. Low-

‘A-Trait subjects undergoing. ¥dentical‘




Pre | Post

N
- ~ 3
Type of Threat * -
L ] Ego Threat No Ego Threat
Physical  |Physical No PhySical ° |Physical No
Threat ' Threat Physical Threat Threat Physical
(Private) | (Public) Threat | (Private)- | (Public) Threat
pre | Post [Pre | Post Pre |Post | Pre |Post|Pré| Post

Figure 1.. Experimental design

pmine

8¢

P
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within the six conditions. The experiment was conducted

with the subjects seated in a small room, -facing a one-
way mirror closed off by a curtain: The experimenter was
seated.in the room behind a partition so that the experi-
menter and the subject could not see each other, but could
hear .each other. On a counter in front of "thé‘subject was
apparatus for measuring Galvanic Skin Response and for
randcmly admxnxstennq shock. '

The experiment 'was @ivided into three parbs. a Rest e

Peribd; a Performance Period, and a ’l‘est PerlodA The

Rest :and Pé ‘e Periods :  were identical
‘fol« all subjects regardless of experm\ental AL
Upun completion of the Performance Period, the Low: A= Trait
and High A-Trait subjects were randomly assigned to the six
conditions of the 2 x 3 factorial design. The sets of
instructions used for each condition are listed in Appendix
‘e c 2
Upon arrival at the experimental room the supjectis
were told that the experiment was concerned with the rela-
tionship between performance on an intelligence test.and
various physiological measures.: While the Subjects re= \

laxed electtodes Qf the Galvanic Skin Response Appatatus

were attached to the fingersVof their non-déminant hand

and their function was explained. The subjects were told |




that the apparatus took aBveral EGtaE EoSwakh up and
that they should relax and make themselves comfortable.
The Galvanic Skin Response equipment was turned on and
there was ho further comminication with the subjects.

In order to.control for experimentex bias, the
experinenter was blind to the subjects’ alrrait level
Ehrougholit: Ehe entive ekperingtit. Tils wWas achieved by
having an assistant score the Trait Anxiety Scale forms,
arrdnge subjects' appointments and Eandonly, aesiyn Sibn
jects: to. the eiperimental conditions. 76 control for- .
possible experiménter bias during the Rest 4nd Parformance
Periods, when all subjects were to receive identical treat-
ments, the experimenter did not learn:the subjects' assigned
cond‘itio_ns until the completion of the Performance Period.
Rest Period ’ . B

The Rest Period was of five minutes duration. At the

end of five minutes the subjects were given the State

* anxiety Scale form to complete. This self-report measure

. ‘established the pre-experifiental level of A‘state.

Performance- Period.
After completing the State Anxiety Scale form the sub-
\ " % LT . .
jects were given' the Digits Backwards Test under standard

v : g y

. | o

:
i
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N\
instructions (Wechsler, 1955, p.'41). Subjects.uere given
digit series 6f increasing length until they reached their
. own limits, which were defined as the level at which they 1
failed two successive series of digits. After establishing # a7
the subjects' limits they were given.two more serie‘s‘, one
. digit lesé in length than thelr limit. Subjects were then -
given sxx ‘more series at the same level. No A-State measurés
were taken.'in"the y&zfctmance Period.’ The. digit series L

vpsed were‘ldentlcsl to those used by Hodqes (1967) and are

o shcwn,innppgndixm Y 50 fy g & o A g

Test Pesiod P Bl W G i g & o~
g Durinq this permd suh]eats were xun “in t.he experi~
mental condition to which they had been randomly assignéd.

The specific procedure for each of the six conditions was.
! = -

as fcllews. - . N
No Threat Cenditinn. The purpose of the Condition S

s to evaluate changes in A-state level in response to a
W sithation involving neithes .ego threat nor physical threat.
Vs

The sub)ects in this condrtxan were given feedbuck at :he

Vel begxnnlng of the Test “Pericd indicating that they did well <

“on the performance task. The subjects were then asked to

do another iset. of six ‘series of digits (Test 1). -After




B . 42

Vere doing well and that anothér set of six series of
digi'ts (Test 2) would follow. Before continuing with Test

2 the subjects were given the State Anxiety Scale. form to

complete again, under thé same instructions as in the Rest
« Period, This second administration of the self-report mea- .

sure at: this pou\t in this cnnd;txm& and ‘at the same point

ln:heo:ner ditiy ined the"p \ a1

fm:m ‘the subjects wer “told that_, dne to.a fmilute in’the it

Anxiety Scale

level of A—State. Upon comj letan the State

Galvamc Skin Response appantus, Test 2 had sgo be can—
celled B, debriefing followed. ¥ ) { T K B
hxsxcal ’I'hzeat (private) Condition. The.purpose of -
this condition was to gvamata changes in level of A-State
1n a situation’ involving ‘the possibility of physical pain
due to shnck (physxcal r.hreat) in the absence of ego, threwt. «
"In this conditiom: subjects recewed identical treatment as
in the No Threat candumn,,mh the: addition of mstructmns e
to develoy 'antlr:xpptxon of pain as. a. physical threat. The
“subjects were told, at the beginm.nq of Test 2, Ehat tng: -
expenmenter was 1nter-sted xn the efgsct of strong electri= 5 1

‘¢, cal shock on Physibloqical measures. The experimenter in= S

AR " . structed the su.bjects to expeet one, or. more strong Yectris

¥ .
. cal shecks between aeries of diqlts in Test 2. Ele’ct:":odes'

., were then attached to the subjects forearms but no shock‘

were actuauyv ‘given. The suhjects were re nﬂed that they N
SRS £ HnE
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were doing well and that Test 2 with shocks would follow.
Before going on with Test 2 the State'Anxiety Scale form
was administered to the subjects, after which the experi-
kvl EAMLOAERA 0 Chm. NS manner as in the previous
condition. ) =

Ego Threat Condition. The purpose of t.his;‘(;onﬂition‘
was to evaluate changés in level of A-State dué to a threat
to self-esteem (ego threat) as a result of failure. At the

beginning of the Test Peridd; subjects in this condition

. were given feedback indicating that their limits and per- '

formances were poor in comparison to most subjects.. Test 1
| —— administered, after which subjects were again told .
that they were doing poorly and that another test (Test 2) 1
would follow. Before going on with Test 2 the State Anx-
iety Scale form was. given for a second time. -Upon comple-
tion of the State Anxiety Scale form the experiment ended
as in the other conditions.

Ego-Physical (Private) Threat Condition. The purpose

“of this condition was to’ evaluate changes .in A-State level
din respon.se to simultaneous thte_n;: to self-esteem (ego
threat) from failure and threat of pain (physical threat)
from electrical shock. The subjects in this condition
received combined but identical treatments as in the Ego
Threat Condition and the Physical Threat (Private) Conditién
(excluding good performance feedback).. Before starting
Test 1, the subjects were given failure feedback. Test 1

< ;
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was adninistered and upon completion fajlure feedback was
repeated and shock instructions were given. The subjects
were told that Test 2 was to f/?llow but fxrsi fthey were’ to
complete a guestionnaire: The State Anxiety Scale form |
was adninistered for the.second time and the experiment was

terminated as in the other conditions.

Physical (Public) Threat Gpndition. The purpose of

this condition was to evaluate changes in A-State level
arising from a physical threat which inherently presented
a threat to self-esteem or ego (shame). In this cgndi»

| ion a dual threat vas introduced by leadir;g the subjel;ts
to believe their ability to cope with fhysical pain was
being evaluated.' Thus' the subjects not only faced the
threat of physical pain from electric shock (physical
threat) but also the threat of shame (ego threat) should
they show weakness in tolerating the pain. The subjects
received the same treatment as in the-Physical (Pyivate)
Threat Condition with the additior)of observer instruc-
tions. At the beginning of the Test Period the subjects
were told that they did well on the performance task and
then Teét 1 was administered. After completing Test L the
subjects were told that they were doing well, that Test 2
“would folloy, and wére given shock instructions. The sub-.
jects were.also told that three judges, trained in'rating

behavioural responées to shock, would be evaluating their

5
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responses through the one-way mirror but would not be able
to hear verbal responses. The curtain covering tHe, one-way
mirror was then opened and the subjects were asked to fill
out the State Anxiety Sca.le form and, after the form was
completed, the experiment was terminated as in the other

conditions. .

Ego-Physical (Puplic) Threat Condition. The purpose

of this condition was to examine changes in A-State level
resulting from simultaneous threat to self esteem (ego
threat) from failure and threat of pain. (physical threat)
cdupled with possible shame (ego threat) from inability to
cope ‘with electnc shock. The subjects in th’s condition
received combined but identical treatments as the subjects
in the Ego Threat Condition and the Physical (Public) Threat
condition lexciuding good performance feedback). Before
starting Test 1, the subjects were given failyre feedback.
The experimenter presented Test 1 and upon completion the
subjects were given failure feedback again, along with shock
and observer instructions. Before proceeding-with Test 2
the subjects were given the State Anxiety Scale form to
complete, after which the experm\ent was concluded as in

the other conditions. . f . ,

- Post_Experimental Interview
At the completion of the Test Period any equipment was

v ? N
disconnected and a structured interview (Appendix E) was %
C ey i
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conducted to determine the subjects' views concerning the
purpose of the experiment. -The subjects were asked if they,
had heard about or discussed the experiment with anyone

prior to taking’part in it. The subjects in afy of the

nditions with ego threat were told that the purpose of

- i) exer et HAY BAsIES) HEUNY AHs [ELLEGEE Bf CEUEIaTER H
’ and that actually they had performed. the digit task quite
well. All subjects were told of the importance that psy-

7 . chology. subjects respond paturally, and wers asked not to, *

- discuss the experiment with anyone until the. eAd of the )

semester.

-
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¥, o R W RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

As formulated in’the Introduction, the following hypoth-

.eses; based on the Trait-State Anxiety Theory, were made:

(1) High and low A-Trait subjects, would manifest

L& increases in A-State in-response to the ego
" threat and physical threat. ' :
) " (2) * micreases in A-State as a functi‘on\of ego-threat
& N w'éum be greater for high A-Trait’subjects
than for low A-Tralt subjects, but no differen-
RS cm. Tésponse in'A-State as’a function of ;
physical-threat would occur. v ey
;. While the hypothéses were partially confirmed, cohflicting.results
et gound with regard to the increase in A-State both as a
function of ego-threat ‘and physical-threat.
' The principal.independent varisbles in this study were |
trait anxiety and p;yéhﬁugic‘_a) stress, while the main depen-
dent variable was the psychalogical measure of R-state. The
A-State medsures were subjasted to an analysis of variance if : 5
3 . which psychological ‘stress, A-{izéi"t and sex groups (sex) were H

the between-subject variables and time periods (rest and test)
were the within—su.bject variables. 19 this analysls, which is

sunmmarized an Table 1, of sixteen tests of the .sex vanahlcs - t

no algniﬁcant main effect or' ihterattions Jove CatAd: g.luucat- L}

ing that the Findings were essentially the same for male
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TABLE 1

i
|
i
|

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE EFFECTS OF
PSYCHOLOGICAL STRSSS*\(gﬂﬂ ‘THREAT OR PHYSICAL THREAT) ,
A-TRAIT LEVEL AND S! N A-STATE SCORES DURING REST
AND TEST PERIODS. : -

source of variance ag “us. F ' ;
- |
A-Trait (TAS) 1 6119.73 39.51 #++ . ;
Ego Threat -(E) * L1, 1372.14 D g.g6
= " Physical Threat (P) "2 457.742. 2.96
Sex Group (Sex) i 386.355 < 2.49 [
TAS x E e 1 -325.992 2.70{_ T
‘ “TAS x P 2 47,1367 .30 :
‘TAB x Sex 1 57.0938 _ .37 N
E X P i 2" 333.364. ¢ 2,15 N
E x Sex = 5 TSI X B o 51
/P x Sex 2, 529751 .° .34
™S x E x P 2. 64.3574 .42
TAS x E x Sex 4q "5 20.2695 «13
TAS X P x Sex L2 256350 ¢ 7 1l.64
- E X P X Sex 2 167,055 - 1.08
TAS X E x P x Sex 2 315,723 2.04
Err}:\r (b) 94 154.888
Time Periods (T) 1 6256.30 ./  221.33 *xx
TAS X T 1 583.141 20.63 ***
E x'T | 1 452,039 15.99 #a
. PxT . 2 370.029 ¢ 13109 *+*
TAS X E x T 1 100.738p . 3.56 * ' .
TAS x P x T . 8 32,3301 | 1.14 !
E X PxT 2 34.9121 % 1.274 3
‘Sex x T 1 -100.074 - *.3.54
TAS x Sex x T ' | 1 :
E.x Sex'x "E‘ 3 1L g
TAS x E %P xDu 2 i
; B i b

TAS 'x E Sex

39.8086-

-t

‘E'xl’xs\ex\x'r



Error (w)

94 . 28.2671

Source of variance af Ms ®
A-Trait (TAS) 1 618,73 39.51 e
Egg Threat (E) 3 1372.14 8.86 *** i
Physical Threat (P) 2 457.742 2.96
Sex Group (Sex) : 1 386.355 2.49
TS X E 1 325.992 2,10,
TS x P 2 47.1367 .30
TAS x Sex 1 57.0938 +37
Ex P 2 333.364 2,15
™ x Sex 1 496.783 | 3.21

P X Sex 2 52.9751 34
TAS x E X P 2 64.3574 X
TAS x E.-x Sex 1 20.269% .13
TAS x P x Sex 2 254.350 1.64
Ex P x Sex 2 167.055 - 1.08
TAS X E X P x Sex 2 315.723 2.0
Error. (b) 4 154.888° .
Time' Periods (T) ° 17 6256.30 221.33 *¥+ '
TAS x T - 1 583.141° 20.63 ¥+
E x\r\ 1- 452,039 15.99  ¥kx
RxT | 2 370.029 13.09 **x

T TAS x Ex T 1 100.730 3.56 ., ™
TAS x Px T 2 232.3301 1.14
EXP XT Ve 2 349121 1.24

Sex x'T . 1 100.074 | 3.54° .
TAS X Sex X T i 1.05859 — .04
ExSexx T 1 - 28.8320 1.02

TS X Ex P T 2 ~30,7070 " 109
TAS x\.E x Sex x"l‘: 1 63.7227 2.25

‘Px Sexx T 2 8.6875 .66 .
TAS x P'x Sex X T 2 o 1 NgTL .03
ExXxP xSexxT 139.8086 1.41

< - TS X Ex P x Sex xT 2 ° ' 26.1328 92

*p <.0{
% p <.001
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and females. Therefore data for the sex groups were combined
U +  for'the presentation of these results. '

3
The detailed results are presented below. First the

general effects og experimental conditions on the A-State

measure are outlined, followed by a description of the

changes in the A-State as a function of A‘Traig _and experi-

mental stress (Hypothesis 1 and 2). ’
g 3

e EFFECTS OF EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS ON THE

>
4 STATE ANXIETY MEASURE ks
: ;. The mean State Anxiety Sca’le‘scor,es' dnd changes in

A-States for subjects in the six experimental cofditions,

7 arising out of the twofevels of ego threat and three

levels of physical threat, for the Rest‘ and Test periods
are presepted in Figure 2 -and Table 2. It may be noted that
subjects in all conditions reported increases in State ~
anxiety as measured by the State Anxiety Scale from the Rest
to- the Test\ Period.” Also it may be noted-in Table 2 that
subjects in the Ego-Physical (public ) Threat condition re-
sponded ‘with the greatest increase in State Anxiety Scale
scores from Rest to Test Period and the No Threat subjects

had the least increase, with the other levels of stress

ranked between these two'as- shown. t

A . As shown in the-analysis of variance summarized in

©7 Table I, the significant main effect for Time Periods,

E (1, 94) = 221.33 p <.001, shows, as expected, a, vir{- |




MFAN A-STATE SCORES

50

>

-
Ego-Physical

55 = ¢
(2 . (Public) Threat
Ego-Physical
50 — (Private) Threat
Physical
- (Private) Threat
.
45 — Fgo—f‘hreat
S g
Physical .
_ (Public) Threat
40 = - 5
3 E i
No Threat -~ . .
35— ) .
30
.. mber kst ‘v
. TIME PERIOD :
“ i )
Figure 2. Mean' A-State scores in experimental

~-conditions for rest

and test periods.
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TABLE 2
MEAN A-STATE SCORES FOR REST AND TEST PERIODS AND MEAN

INCREASE IN A-STATE SCORES FROM REST TO TEST PERIOD [
KOR THE EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS

CONDITION REST TEST INCREASE)|
i & 4 /|
Ego-Physical (Public) 38.6 54.85 |  16.25
Ego-Physical (Pnivate) 35.67 50.41 -14.74
Physical (Privqs:) ] 36.23 | 48.43\| 12.20 Ve

x . )

Ego 36.31 | - 45.03 8.72 |.
Physical (Public) 33.36 | 41.97 8.61 )
No-Threat ~ 34.75 36.83, 2.08




tion in State Anxiety Scale scores over time periods, while

the significant Ego-Threat x Time Periods, F (I, 94) = 15.99,

P <.001, and Physical-Threat x Time Periods, F (2, 94) = .

13.09, p < .001, interactions indicate that this variation
__in A-Statg level from Rest ‘to Test Period occurs under both

types of threat. The significant main effect of Ego-Threat,

F (1, 94) = 8.86, p <.001, reflects the variation in State
Anxiety Scale scores over the two levels of ego thréat. The - '
‘lack of variation among the three levels of physical threat
is indicated by the fajlure fo £ind a significant maih effect
for, ghysil;l-rnxé'at, ¥ (2, 94) = 2.96, p >.10. The signifi-
cant mainSffact goum; for A-Trait, E (1, 94) = 20.63, p <.001,
Xndicates' the difference between the High A-Trait and Low
A-Trait groups arising for the selection of subjects from the
two extremes of the range of A-Trait scores in the subject pool.

In order to clarify the effects of the experimental con-
ditions over time periods, changes in A-State scores within

and across conditions we}e‘evaxua:ed by the Duncan test for
difference between pairs of means (Winer, 1971, p. 196). The
data for these analyses is presented in table 2. ‘The evaluva-
tion of the difference between mean A-state scores in the
Rest and the Test periods within each conditiog found that
subjects in all conditions, except the No-Threat Condition,

manifested statistically significant increases in A-State
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~
from Rest to Test period, (p<.0l). An examination of the
difference between the mean change in A-State scores in each
stress condition and the mean change in A-State scores in
the No-Threat Condition indicated that the magnitude of the
A-State change in all scréss conditions was significantly
greater '_(p<.01) than in the No-Threat Condition.

Thus, A-State as measured by the State Anxiety Scale
increased significantly in all conditions consisting of either
ego or physical stress producing proce\dﬁres. since. the per-
formance task was the: same in all conditions, it may be
assumed that chanqes 1n the State Anxiety Scale §cores were
determined by the differentxai threat induced "hy the experl—

7~
mental procedures.

EFFECTS OF EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS,ON MEASURES OF
STATE ANXIETY FOR SUBJECTS WHO DIFFER IN TRAIT-ANXIETY

. In the-analysis of variance of A-State scores, presented
in Table 1, a significant A-Trait x Time Periods interaction,
F (1,94) = 20.63, p =<.001) was found and this finding,
ccmhined with' the previously” réported significant main effect

’ for 'nme Penods, xndmates that the vanatxon in A-state
scores pver time periods occurs as & function ‘of A-Trait.
‘a3 expected, the Ego Threat x A-Trait x Time Period inter-
action approached significance; although only at boderline'.

values, ‘' {1,94) = 3.56, p <:10. Also as expected no

significant Physical Threat -x A-Trait.x Time Period inter-,
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‘action was fond, F (2,94 = 1.14, p>.10. In order to ’
clarify these findings, separate analyses were ‘carcied out
’ for each experimental condition using tpe Duncan test fo:
differences between means., The data for these .analyses
is presented in Taple 3. X - .
~ The exagination of the difference between the m;an state !
Anxiety Scale scores at Rest and Test Periods for subjects
t‘hoth levels of A-Traj‘ within each condition shows a signi-
r " ficant incresse .in A-State from Rest to Teats Berton’ £ix both .
High A-Trait and . Tow A-’rrayt subjects in all conditxon§ ex-t.

cept the No-’rhreatpondx:mn (p< 05). These findlngs _sup=

pon: thé predlctxon made. in Hypothesis 1, that under condxt;ons . ¥

rait subjects ¥

of 1nducgd stress boy:h,nth ‘A-Trait and . Low A
would nanifest increases in A-State in response to the-ego and
. physical threats. .

A further evaluation of the:difference between «’the mean

.A-State -increases for the two A-Trait Ievels within each \cpn—

dition indicated that the magnitude of the increase for High . m

Anxiety subjects wds’ signifigantly greater-thamfor Low anx;eéy L
: subjects in all condxtmns (p < .01) except the Physxcal .‘\

(public) 'rhreat ana NQ-Threat Condltmns‘ These results 1n— o

dicate the predication made in Bypothesxs 2; ‘that the increases e

in A-State'as a Function of ego-threat would be greater.for -

gh A-Trait subjects than' for Low A-Trait subjects, but' no

differential response in-A-State as a function of physical
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threat would occur, was only partially met. Although, as
expected, Tigh A-Trait subjects had stronger A-State re-
sponses than Low A-Trait subjects in conditions with direct
ego-threat (failure feedback), the lack of differential
responses to the indirect ego-threat (shame from failure to
tolerate shock threat) in the Physical (public) Threa¢™condi-
tion was contrary to expectations. Also the differential
responses in J‘\—s:ate for subjects’in the two A-Trait levels
in the Physical (private) Threat which consisted of a pure
hysical-threst (thteat of ahock) was Wot redicted.

The fact that a-differential A-State reaction was found
in’the three. conditions having a direct ego-threat and was
only laéking in the oné condition involving anticipation or
potential for ego-threat raises two possible explanations for
these findings. Either 1) the anticipation of failure was
Bt 46 LEEABHS ARONEN! SECANEERY ThMeNRE E ALTrranELal
A-State reactjon for High A-Trait and Low A-Trait subjects
or 2) subjects in the Phyqical.(pyblic) Threat cGndicirr:

did not perceive any ego-threat in the condition.
$i.18 possiie that the anticipation of failure }n\ay have
presented only a mild ego-threat. -McAdoo (1969) found that
| mild ego thieats while eveking A-State reactions aid ot do
so differentially for High and Low A-Trait subjects as with
strong ego-threat. However the anticipation of failure, eyen

as a mild ego threat could be expetted to evoke some A-State
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reaction in both groups and.thus fotensify the magnitude of
the A-State increases ‘in the Physical (public) Threat Condi-
tion as compared to the Ego-Threat and Physical-Threat Condi-
tions. In fact as reflected in the magnitude of A-State
change for subjects overAll the Physical (public) Threat
Condition approached being signifidantly less intense than the
Physical (private) Threat Condition and was not dissimilar :
from the intensity. of A-State reaction in the Ego-Threat
Condition. ‘App'arently the expected nnticipatiun\of failure,
from inability .to withstand the shocks, acted neither as a
strong ego threat evoking differential A-State'reactions nor
as mild ego threat evoking similar A-State reactions for t;é
two -A-Trait groups.

It appears therefore that subjects in the Physical (pub-
lic) Threat Condition did not anticipate the possibility of
Sbeling’ mabia towithatand thl shotke; Fhis: assusption also

received support from subjects' comments in the post-experi-
iy F

" mental interview. While the of s

in this condition was intended to enhance the threat to self-
esteem (ego-threat) by leading subjects to believe any in- -
ability to £olerate the shocks would be observed, in fact

the presence of observers appeared to be used by the subjects

to intellectualize away fear of failure. While all subjects

" accepted- jhe idea that they were being observed,.none expressed

(concern,and. most were indifferent or found security in the. |

presence 'of observers since they felt that the: obserwers would
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prevent the experimenter from harming them. ‘It appears that,

the ego threat that was expected to arise-out of the physical A,

threat in this condition did not materialize. "'The intensity

of the physical threat was actually reduced by the presence

‘of observers and the most likely explanation for the lack of

differential A-State reactions was that the subject:
perceive any ego-threat in the condition.

The differertial A-State respanses for the High A-Trait
and Low A-Trait. subjects in the Physical (pr‘iva‘te) Threat
Condition was also unexpected. The findings, were similar ‘to
Shedletsky's study and contrary to the findings of Hodges.
Shedletsky felt that the conflicting results between his and
Hodges' study cold arise due to 1) "the physical threat con-
dition in his study containing elements of ego threat”. (Ender
and Shedletsky, 1973, p. 358) or 2) "the [State-Trait Anxiety
Inventory] trait scale being limited to measuring interper-
sonal (ego threat) situations, whereas.the S-R Inventory of

Anxiouspess is a multidimensional trait measure",.(Ender and

Shedletsky, 1973, p. 358). Shedletsky discbunts a confounded

physical threat variable and considers more likely that the

conflicting findings becﬁeen his and Hodges' study arise

due to the State-Trait Anxiety Invéntory - Trait Scale not

anxiety assocxa/ted with physlcal threat as chpared to the
. better.discrimination af ‘the S-R Inventory. of. Ankionsness.

Hn\vevet, if t’!;is was the xeason for the >con£11ct with Hodqes'
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findings and not a confounded physical threat, one would ex-

pect the present study to elicité’ lack of differegtiation

between High and Low A-Trait subjécts in a physical threat
condition, similar to Hodges' study) .and contrary to
Shedletsky's study, since the present study made use of the
State-Trait Anxiety InveZtury - Trait Scale as the.trait

anxiety measure, Thus the present study should have simi-

larly lacked the ability to discriminite differencedin A-Trait

Aevels "in terms of ‘the state anxiety associated with'physical

threat" (Ender and Shedletsky, 1973, p, 358) as in‘nodges'{'
study. In‘fact the converse was true and'we are therefore left
with the possibility of a confounded/ physical ‘threat condition
in this study and in Shedletsky's study as the only explana-
tion for the conflicting finding relating to Hodges' study.

The Physical (Private) Threat Condition in’ thi$ study,
while similar to Hodges' condition, may have more closely
patalleled Shedletsky's and probably was more intense than
Hodges' since, as with Shedletsky's study, subjects in the pre-
sent/_stud;\J were aware of the possibilify that they were being*
observéd by other than the experimenter. .Shedletsky, in order
to heighten the intensity of the threat, told subjects that they

were being video-taped. In the present study, subjects were
T =

aware that the experimental room was eg with a two-way

mirror.  While use.of the fwo-way mirror was discounted by the

experimenter, and in fact the experimenter made a point of clos- ¥

ing the curtdin‘over the one’ exposed mifrror ih the presence of

\
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the subjects, use of the mirrors at sometime during the exper-
ment may not have been discountediby the subjects. In fact

in the present study many subjects mentioned in the post-experi-
mental interview ®uriosity over Why a room with a two-way
mirror was being used even thoudh they had been assured of

its non-use. Thus the Physical (private) Threat Condition,

as lin Shedletsky's study, appeared to be more intense than in
Hodges' study and may have as shedletsky speculated, intro- '
duced an ego threat element due tu subjects concern with in- *
ability to tolerate shocks. -This explanation is further sup-
orted by thé fact that subjects/in the "prxvate“ condition
stated they "wonderéd" or were "concerned" about how strong

the shocks would be and mmjects in the "public or observer"

. conditions found securify against harm by the experimenter.

It would therefore appear that the conflicting findings in

this study and Shedletsky's compared to Hodges' arise from a

!* confounded physical threat. Furthér it appears that the sub-

jects' perceptions of the PHysical (private) Threat and
Physical (public) Threat conditions were the'reverse of ‘the
enpartontil ,de;i_qn. A reversal of these two conditions would
explain the conflicting data with regard to Hypothesis 2.

The' results of this study while suppoxtxng prﬁthens 1
only partiaily’ support Hypothesis 2. Also t]:ne findings dof

not ‘completely resolve the conflict arising from previous

studies in this-area by Hodges and Shedletsky. However, .

e
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while the hypotheses were only partially met and while the
problem between the Hodges' and Shedletsky's studies was
not fully resolved, the findings of this study do have impli-

cations with regard to the Hodges and Shedletsky conflict, -

~ "
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
; el :
The purpose of the present study was to: '1) ‘inv'esn-
gate the effects of ego threat, physical threat,‘ and the
combination of ego and physical. threat on A-State for /per
sons who differ in A;Trax:, 2) replicate Hodges' (1967)
study and 3) explore, the donflicting findings in Shedletsky s
(1972) replication of Hodges' (1967). study. it was ‘expected
}ha: a close replication of Hodges' (1967) cendxtwns of ego’
threat and physical threat’ as Well as the 1ncnx‘porat10n de.
2 specific combined ego-physical threat conditiop would |
shed light on pcs§ib£e confounding variables in Shedletsky's
study. Sub‘jgcts were selected on the basis of extreme scores

on ‘the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory-Trait Scale. The mea-

" sure of A-! State was the State-Trait Anxiety Inventcry—state

Scale. Differential instruétions-were used $o produce ego '
threat; Physicsl threat, sgo-physical threat and pd thrgat

(control) cénditions for subjgcts reduired 'to performon-a’
memory task. ' " L

£he experimg'ncal procedure consistéd of'a Rest Period,

a Performam:e Pen.od in which the memory task was adl\unxstereﬂ

a Feedback Peribd, a Test Peripd in Hhiuh the memcl’y task was ke-

admlnxstered and a -second Feedback Pex)od. On the basis of

- Trait-State Anxiety Theory, the following hypothesés were ‘for-

mulated in relation to changes in the A-State measure v

Pl
H
i
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1 .

"

High and Low A-Trait subjects would manifest
increases in A-State in response to the ego

and physical threats.

2) Increases:.in A-State as a function of ego-threat
would be greater for high A-Trait than' for low
, A-Trait individuals, but no differential re-
sponse in A-State as a function of physical
4

threat would oceur. ) .
s

. \
Upon completion of the Performance Period, the Low and
High A-Trait subjects were randonly assigned to the six con-
aitions of the 2 x 3.factorial design derived from the two
levels of ego threat and three levels of physical threat. -
“The A-State measures were 'initially-obtained at the end of
the Rest ‘pe:iaa\ and again after the second Feedback Period.
For'all expérimental conditions, scores on the-State
Anxiety Scale of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory increased
from the li,é'st to the Test Peribd. The increases in
A-State scbres were significantly greater in the stress.in-
ducing cop&ic'ions than in the experimental condition desigr;ed
! to be nén'thréa‘tenmg’ {No-Threat) : ance the perfomance
task was the same in all conditions, it vas agsumed that

_ changes ini'the State Anxiety Scale scores were determlneﬁ by

the dxfferentxal threat ).nd\lced by the ex‘p/erxmental procedures.




64 =

These findings, that A-State level increased in response ‘to
threat sxtuatxons for both High and Low A-Trait subjects
were consistent with Hypothesis 1 drawn from prelherqer s
. (19728) Trait-State Anxiety Theory which predicts that threat’
will evoke A-state responses. However, expectations of
Hypothesis 2, that High and Low’A-Trait subjects would
.\ manifest differential responses in A-State as & function of
‘ego thregt bt hot physica})wt were only partly fet.
© .0 High a-Trait and low A-Trait fsubjects responded differ-
T entially in most .of the Ego—Thte t condrtions with High
& A-Trait subjects showing a *magnitude‘of ¢thange in A-State '
- Nivel GEastar 1 the Low A-Trait g je’c:u, However the
implications of this Qifferentidl xegun'se were weikensd
}.)y the fact that, whilé High A-Trit subjects responded with
grear:er increases. in A-State in all cu‘n'di:ions having.a
g e i direct or overtly induced ego threat arising fromailure
’ feedback, in the Physical (public) Threat Tondition which °

cnnsxsted of anticipation or pm—_ential for egwthreat (shame) -

o ., - tied to the physical threat no significant difference in

L M " | ’A-state response was found for the4%gh and Low A-Traif
S . _.

} sibjects.

. 1.7 he —fawt a duferentlal A-State reactiun was found
8 ;. €
e 0 T in the three conditions having a direct’ ego-threat, and’ was

lachng only in the one condition ipvblvlng ank.i::xpation or

i potential for )qo—chzeat raised two possible explanatxons for /
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these findings. Either 1) the anticipation of failure was
not an intense enough ego threat to cause'a differential
A-Sthte reaction for High and Low A-Trait subjects, or

2) subjects in the Physical (public) Threat Condition did

not perceive any ego-threat in the conditien. It was -
argued that the latter point was the more likely explanation.
The aifferential A= state responses, for the High and ,
Low A Trait subjects in the Physlcal (pr:vate) Threat Condi-
tion was also unexpected, - As an explahationh for these find-

\ings, it was argued that the physical threat variable was

confounded i that it was sufficiently intense as to intro- |

duce an ego threat €ment dué to the subjects concerny
with inability to tolerate shocks.

Another purpose of this study was to 'mvescigate the
conflicting findings betweeh stidies carried out.by Hodges
and Shedletsky. -While the fifdings of:this study were mot
fully as predicted, they seriously question Shedletsky's

) explanation that his results compared o Hudges were due to

Inventary-'rraxt Scale not dig-

cnmxnatu\g as well between subjects in terms Of the state.

anxiety, assoclated with, phyaxoal th_raat as compareﬂ to the”

_better discrimination of the S-R Invent&y of Anxiousness

Shedletsky did not feel hig esults could “have arisen out of

4 confounded “physical threat;cor\dxtxn{h However the; prasent

- study found results conflicting withiHodges' and. &imilar to
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Shedletsky, but the present study made use of the State-

Trait Anxiety Inventory - Trait Scale. These results imply

that Shedletsky's data was due more to a confounded physical

threat than limitations of the State-Trait Anxiety Inven-

tory - Trait Scale. |
As possibilities for further research the following’

suggestions are made:

1) Replication of Hodges' (1967) study using as
the A-Trait measure both the State-Trait bl
% Anxiety Inventory and \the S-R Inventory of
5 Anxiousness. Exploring the differences between
these A-Trait scajes might help' determine
whether the relationship between A-Trait and_ . JZ %
|

various classes of threat is a function of

\ ¥ the A-Trait measurement‘&ool. \

i
2) .More focus should be made on clarifying those : !
o situations which are believed to evoke anxiety “ !
responses. Particular attention must be ;;aid .
Yto 5nsure thst'bhe ego threat ana physical

threat situations are "pure".

3) Evaluatipn of the relationship between A-Trait

and overt ego threat arising from direct fail-

ure feedback as colnpared to covert ego threat
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arising from anticipation of possible failure
in the future. This line of research could
clarify the nature and intensity of these situa-

tions. .
1 5
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1. The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory-Trait Scale was
solely used to selecé sut;jects rather tha;-n used jointly
with the S-R Inventory of Anxiousness since 1). there was
no publlshed muteziul for the modified version OL the S/R
/, Inventory of Anxiousness used by Shedletsky and ng readny s
available sccrinq informatidn and 2) publication of
shedletsky s research only became )a?réilabl[e Wmediahely

prior to the beqinning ot the present stucjy and time did

not’ permit; the extensive correspﬂndence which would: have
begn necessary_to acquire the Inﬂ:uhlxshed material on- ﬂre
wud version of the S-R Inventory of mxousmss.
Also, for these rea!ons, combined with strong E? tva
e}pectatxons that a media such as vxdeo—tupinq wag ego- ° .
threateninq, the intent of part of the pteuent study was
-tated as ealorini rather than atte!lp:lng to “resolve the 7
bontixct between Hodges and Shedletsky s atud:es. *




©9..1 feel anxiéus s

‘11. I feel self-confident

77
’

ij-:unxx A . . X

SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE . .

STAL FORM X-1 . gy ow g H

NAME: . ' 'pame: E -

DIRECTIONS: A er of statements Which ‘pecple have
_used to descnbﬁ?emselves are given below. Read each
'statement and theéh circle the appropriate numbér tc‘the
-right of the stafement to indicate How yhu feel right
now,” that isy -at this'moment. There: are No. right or

wrong answers. Do not spend t@o.mucl oR any one S K
stateient but give the answer which seefis £o describe .
your present feelings best. =

1 --NOT AT ALL '° 2 - SOMEWHAT -.3 - MODERATELY SO i - -
4 - VERY MUCH. SO » . o "

N ¢ . e ‘
1. I feel calm....... Vile smammmsmnmnnen 1 B B '

21 T P61 SR v fogians e | 258

3. I am tense .. 2 3

4. I am regretful .. 3 3

5. I feel at ease . 2.3

6. I feel upset ...... 2 3

7. 1 an presently, worrning over possible

®
-
».
o
o
1
H
o
°
o
®
o

10. I feel comfortable

12, feef netvous iye. ...

an‘jitrery ..

S VI VO VR VI VR OO VR VR




17.
18.
19.
20.,

]
78,

A\
APPERDIX A - Continued

I.an worried I o
I feel over-excited and mrattled” Sn.s. 1 2
I feel joy‘!u). ..
I feel pleasant .

eees 1.2

3

e X G owl

3

PRI

T
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APPENDIX B
v SELP-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
STAI FORM X-2 4
. NAME : © . DaTE:
DIRECTIONS : - A number of statements which people’have
o n used, to describe ‘themselves are.given below. ~Read each
4 statement apd then’circle the appropriate number -to the
* right of the statement to'indicate' how you generally
feel. There ar no right or wrong ‘answers. -DO not
spend. too much:timé on any one statement but give the 7
. answer which seems to describe how you generally feel.
1 - ALMOST NEVER 2 - SOHETIMES 3°- OFTEN
4 - ALMOST ALWAYS -
i
21, T feel PLEASANE «oevvevenncneaeeeanaese L 2 3 4
22, T tire &uickly ... 2 3 4 -
23. . I feel like &rying 23 4
24. I yish I'dould be as hlppy as others
Seem to be vouie..s 12 3 4
k 25. out. on things because I .. .
up’ny mind soon enough ...... 1'2 3 4
N 36y, T Teed wesbediut o 123 4
270 Tam" dlm, cool, and qbneuted" — SN )
28.° I.feel that difficulties are piling. up A =%
0 that I .cannot overcome them ......... 12

w

= 3 29, T warry tog much ovez somethmg that -
; 'really ddesn't Mlt';e

I am happy

NN L
wow W w W
& B ata s

/

LT U 34 T try ko
sty dxifmulty
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36. I am content ..

37. Some unimportant thought runs through

- my mipd and bothfrs I\Te .

38, I take disappoffitments so keenly that I 1
can't put them out of my mind .....

39. I am a steady Person ...........

40. I get in a state of tension or turmoil . w
as I think over my recent concerns %
and interests . : 4

i
|
- ry
- APPENDIX B - Continued ‘ B
g
i
1

"
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- APPENDIX C
INSTRUCTIONS =
1 o\

The subjects vere brought into the, experinental room and
given the fBuomng instructions. fhe Galvan#® ‘Skin Response
equipment was attached and its function exp1aixied' e

You'will be taking part in‘an experunent to study
" the relationship between intelligence and physi-
olaqu:al measures such as skin conductance. The
equipment takes several minutes to warm.-up, so
you can sit back, make yourself comfortable and
relax. *

il
Rest Period

At the end of five minutes, the subjects were given the
State Amuety Scale form of the State"l‘ran Anxxsty Inven—

tory and the folloking instructions: : 9

Read- out loud the “instructions on the form. . Do Bpmir
you have any cuestions? -Then fill out the form G
as gu¥ckly 'as possible according to how you feel .
right now. | .

Perfcrm‘anée Beriod

After completmq ‘the State Anxiety . Scale foxm.

suhjects were given the “following- 1nst_ructmns~

Nov, as a measure of intelligence we are using
the Digits Backwards Test from the Wechsler)
Adult Intelligefice Scale. Please listen’care
fully to these instructions. (The standard
instruCtions (echsler, 1955, p. u),uere then
read. v

x s

’ Fcllowan the denmng of the' ub]ects' lxmts on the

i
i
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Test Period

Following completion of the Performance Period, the

- subjects were randomly assigned to an experimental condi

" and’ run dn that conaum'. The instructians for each con’

dition weré as Follows: : .

" o rh¥eéat Conaition Aﬂ:ex‘ Gompleting the ve/:.ﬁmmance‘ ; '
Perlod _the - \subj @éts. inthis ccndlt)on were ngel} ‘the follow- - i
ing 1n5tructians. e e / VAL

4 “You.are do:.ng very well, in fac: better tl\an most’
students.. Nov I am going to give you -some rore
items’ just: AS zasy as the previous ones .

Following these instructmns the subjects were given, the

six se 3 es of dlglts which comprxsed Test i Aftsr complet-. i
ing m's:‘;l the subjects were given the State Anxlety Scale

form and the following instruétions.

" Again . you cud vagy Well. Before'we qo ‘on wu;h
_the next set'.of digits; which will -be just as ' - 13
K easy as the’ previous ones, I would like you to s
. £ill out this form. Please read the‘qr\structmns
oyt ‘loud and then, ‘fill out-the form af quickly

-as possible accorqu to hoy you fesl right now., ® 2
. : el
‘After ‘the State Anx;ety Scale: form. was completed ;he follows 2

mq J.nstrun:tions vere, given; and’ the subjects, were aexsnefea.

Unfo:tunately, : 4 don' seéem to be qettmq rearnnqs
“froi the Galvanic Skin:Response equipment.’ I have

. been having trouble with this eguipment'and it.seems:
+ to-be malfunctioning ag@in. Without- these ‘readings "
e point incontinuing ‘the experiment,
gk erefore, I'mafraid.that'ye will have to termxna!e
e thz expenment ath this: point_
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Physical (Private) Threat Condition. Upon completion

. . -
of the’ Performance Period, th¢ subjects in this condition .

were given the same'instructions as in the No,Threat Con-
dition #fd Test 1 was ‘given,’

After completing'Test 1 the sibjects were given the

\followzng mstructmns. 3 g “ :
“ You are gtill ‘doihg qu te well-and better thsn
moststudents. 'Now we are xnteres;ed in the’ .-
effects of strong electric’ shock on ;skin con-
ductance..” I am going to give you some itéms - ‘e
just as edsy-as before.but between some of-the .
series of digxts you will receive one or more
strong eléctric shocks. Although 'the shocks
may -be quite strong, they will not harm you..,
You won*t receive the shocks while: you are 5 5 . &
saying the digits, §n1y between the series. : AR
Now I'Il attach thesSe eléctrodes to-your arm . - X P
and “allow ‘the machine to warm'up. . While we . J
. are: waiting you can fill'out this form, . s w 5

The'subjects’ were then’ given the Sbate Anxiety Scale foxm’

under the samg mstrucnons as’ were g;ven with the fom*s N Y

|

second preséntation’ in the No Threat Conditlcn. - Aftenthe O

State Anxlety Sclle form was completed the exper ment' Has o

"texmnated a& in the Nu 'l‘hreat Condition. '* - :

S 4
struct‘lonb.g Pl of 1P 1 5 . S -
“1’am .duite surprised,. yau are ‘doing much poot or
~than ‘most’ studentée. - Most Students who have "talwn
. part in this expeximent-were able’ to-ahswer more
quwkly and do- longer ,,Qene i

¢ well as you, can.\ I ‘an\ going-to,
digit series.: Try to.concentrate hn:de
you can repeat  the: dxgits backwaxds as

possx le witho\'ut errors
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After the ¥!l'xen of digits in 'l‘estl 1, the subjects were

given the’ following instructions:

E “You @id about the same as last time. I
really :can't understand why you are
having so much ‘trouble and doing so much
N .pogrer than other students. We are going
to have to do another set of digits and i \
o . this time please concentrate harder and. . .
try to do better. While I am preparing the
next series of . diqlts, 1 want you to fill 2
out this form. T g

The subject! were then giventhe instructions. for the State o,

Anxiety: S¢A14, Forn-and For ceminaung the experimenc as ‘in

the'No Threat Condition._ ¢ t e o0
EgD-Phxlical (Private)" Threatcondi’non. ~Instructicr;.s

in thxs condition weu the sa-e as those given in the Ego

Threat Condition, In add}txon, after completing Test 1,

- the subjects were given the same shock instruction as in

e the Physlcal (-Prﬁvate) Threat condit:on, but excludxng

any to gocd .

Physical (Public) Threat condxpen. The instructicns

in-this condition were the samé s in the’ Physical (Private) 5

Threat Cenditinn, with the fallwan addxnonnl mstzuct;ons

. at the end of Test 1:

Now, since the Psychology Depnment reguires ;
that ‘any experiments using elettric shock be .
carefully, supervised, to be sure that no student
© is.harmed, ‘there will ‘be three observers’, ‘trained” PN
! o : “in evaluatinq behaviotiral responses to pain, .
watchlng the next ‘test, from behind the one-way.
* mirror:. ‘So that you will not be distracted from
the ‘digits task; you will not be able to:see the
\ judges, although, ‘they will be able to see you an}
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your ‘reactions to the electric shocks.
¥ill be able to see you but they will not 35 S
able to hear what is said in this room, Now,
while the equipment is warming up, I would - >
like you to fill out this gquestionnaire. :

Ego-Physical (Publit) Threat.Condition. The instructions

in this condition were the same as_ in the Ego-Physical

(Private) Threat Condition with the additiohal -of the
observer 1nstructions qiven in the Pnys:.cn (Pubhc)  Threat ' '

Condition: N G A S o

4 . Post. Experunental Instructions :

At the end of the expenment the electrcdes were re--

mved and. a structured mtewxew was conducted %o examine 5

the snbjects‘ vlews of the purpose of the .experiment. B 2l o T

list of quesuons askéd’during the interview can be found
in Appendix E. - After the interview the subjects wereg

debriefed, depending on the type ‘ot {hreat to which r.hey

had been exposed, as follows: . & .

Ego Threat Conditions

) \ Actually, rather than studying the FelEtTOnS
B 4 - ship between intelligence and physiological
measures, we were really interested.in the
effects of -criticism. We were not interesteéd-
. in, your ‘performance and we were not measuring s E
3 i o your I.0.- You' actually-did. guite well. The : R

Se

average .adult is able.to.do abouti four: digits|
ba:kwards. So ‘you can 'see that you did fine. - i

_Shoc]

The ‘subjetts’ assigned to’ these ‘conditiors ‘were not. qlven

. ... any dnstructions’ at this “tine.
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. No Threat Cond :, e IR ’
~ 5 ~ « 3
*  The subjects in this conditions were given ro % "
: ¢
z instructions at this time. . i e
oy . - § .-

All Conditlons P 5 F \ l

Sub)eCCS in all condxtlons were also toldA

i In doing psycholoqy expen,ments i s very
1 L important that' the:experiment -be'well,
k3 i ~coptrolled. 'As I told-you before, .that: can.
only ‘be done'if all subjects ‘come to:their
appolntments knm«unq nothing: abnuf.\ ‘the ‘ex='

I app:Eclate
‘iyour'.cooperation.’ Do you. have any. questions?
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APPENDIX"E’

4 s s POST EXPERIMENTAL INTERVIEW o e B ke
g The follawing questions vere. 'a\sked'of each subject:’ . ol
% . 1. While you were relaxir mng “for! the experinent < . - o
" e, < -t start, what ‘daid you chmk ¥as the purpese of the'

By W expenment" " %

2 How did “you feél when you were- £irst’ told, that: ,
(a). you vexe doing’ pcorly? e .
© (b) . you'were to receive.,shocks? - -
{c)'. you were qoxng to" be watched by three
Gy, Mo observers? :
v(d) Yon were doing better than Tost. studex;:s? S

mn"’.- : a5

: W
¢ ¥ LT What were, your qeneral reactmn to the expenment?

R s. . I 15 very’ xmpa:tant “in psychulogy expenments that
N L.7.. . every 'subject;enter the experiment. knowing-nothing - . v °
‘about it.” We'realize that oftén subjects discuss E
experiments and scmetmes a: subject .goes throuqh an.
experiment knoWwing something about.it.. Even if the .’
i subject thinks what he knew in-advance was trivial, [ .
we prefér if he tells us so that we can:judge the
: : importance of’, his prior. knowledge. That way, as
Lo . .:long'as we know, no:-harm will be doie ‘to, the ‘expét-
KRR % 'So'will §ou tell me if you discussed ‘the.ex’
. ' 3 . . .-periment vith- anyone before you came of-if you hearg:
v TR -, < lanything about .the experiment? " If so, please tell
o e what you heard.” If you were. told anything:I-only
B want £o know; what .you were told. I am not interésted
., 5 # 1n who *told yuu. . i ¥

9. Do you. havé any auestdons you would\like to" ask me’
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