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CliAP'l'ER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Since the 1:nitial experiments of Taffel (1955) and Greenspoon 

(1955) the question of verbal conditioning, or learning without awareness, 

as it was originally called, has become increasingly more complex. In ten 

years of experimentation, the focus has shifted several times. Preoccupa­

tion with the phenomenon itself and related personality characteristics 

gave wa'1 before the quest of awareness as a concealed variable in the ex­

perimental situation. Concentration on levels of awareness and the devel­

opment of methods of assessing the subject's conscious awareness dominated 

the literature during 1961 and 1962. More recently the focus has been on 

investigating the complex relationships between the subject's awareness, 

complexity of the task, examiner nriables, influence of instructiOns, and 

atmosphere of the experimental situation. 

It will be recognized that most of these factors are peculiar to a 

human conditioning situation and yet most of the research is based at least 

implicitly on the Sldnnerian paradigm of operant conditioning (Skinner, 

1957). Although it is not possible to discover the level of the andmal's 

uawareness" of the relationship between. the conditioned operant (e.g. bar 

pressing) and the reinforcing stimulus (e.g. food pellet), it has been 

demonstrated that changes in the reinforCing stimulus do produce changes in 

1 
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the animal's behavior, and often according to a predictable, lawful patte~ 

In the analogous verbal conditioning experiments subjects increased their 

responses to the reinforcing stimulus without seeming to be aware of its 

relationship to the preceding conditioned operant. The relationship to 

anjmal operant conditioning seemed to be clearly demonstrated. 

PrimarUy through the work of Spielberger and Dulaney, however, the 

role of awareness in the verbal conditioning situation was explor&d. Sub­

sequent experiments indicated that where awareness had been carefully 

investigated there was eVidence that there was no learning without 

awareness. 

These conclusions in turn have focused attention on the definitions 

of the two terms learning and awareness. Learning, in the verbal condi­

tioning experiment, i8 operationally defined either as the emission of the 

reinforced response class, the unconditioned response in Skinnerian operant 

conditioning, or awarene.s of the correct contingency, recognition of the 

relationship between the conditioned operant and the reinforcing stimulus. 

At present for mast investigators the accepted operational definition of 

awareness is verbalization of the correct contingency. The problem of 

elici ting this report without inducing awareness has proved to be a 

sensitive one in interviewing. 

As Farber (1963) pointed out, however, in spite of the clarifica­

tion of this relationship between awareness and learning, experiments did 

not give evidence of any clearcut relationship between improvement in 

performance and ability to report the reinforcement contingency. Obviously 

there are other factors operating in these experiments which have not been 



sufficiently studied. It is reasonable to assume that among these factors 

are personality characteristics. 

3 

Differences in personality characteristics may be presumed to exist 

between those subjects who become aware and those who remain unaware in the 

experimental situation and also between those subjects whose awareness does 

not induce an increase in the reinforced response and those whose awareness 

is positively related to increase of the critical response. 

Investigators interested in this area have attempted to specifY the 

relationship between personality characteristics and verbal condition­

ability, treating the problem of awareness only incidentally or eliminating 

the profiles of aware subjects from statistical analysis. This is primari­

ly true of those investigators who hypothesized learning without awareness. 

Among experimenters investigating the phenomenon of awareness very few have 

analyzed the subjects in terms of personality characteristics. Those who 

have did not discover significant differences between groups. In all these 

cases a restricted number of personality variables have been selected, 

either on an ! priori basis or because of their relevance to a successful 

psychotherapeutic relationship. Results have been confusing, in many 

instances contradictory, and in general inconclusive. 

The special focus of this thesis is an investigation of the per­

sonality variables of those subjects who do not become aware of the correct 

contingency in a relatively simple verbal conditioning experiment, or who, 

having become aware, do not improve their performance, as measured by an 

increase in the number of conditioned responses. 



CH.iI.PTER II 

REVIEW OF TH.t LITERA'l'tTRE 

Since the focus of this thesis is the relationship between 

awareness-unawareness and personality ehar~cteristicst the following review 

is limited to articles and reports of experiments in this area. An appre­

ciation of the extent ani variety of research in this field can be gleaned 

from the number of lengthy review articles which have appeared in recent 

years. Among the most comprehensive are Greenspoon (1962), Krasner (1958), 

Salzinger (1959) and Williams (1964). 

This review will consider first those experiments dealing with 

verbal conditioning and the personality characteristics of anxiety, 

autonomy, need for approval, sociability and others and, second, those 

experiments investigating awareness in a verbal conditioning situation. 

l.fuen awareness is not mentioned in the following experiments, it will 

indicate that no mention of this variable was made in the original report. 

Since anxiety plays a key role in interpersonal relationships more 

studies have investigated this aspect of personality than any other. 

Taffe1's (1955) pioneer work and Sarason's (1958) study of neurotics and 

psychotics yielded a positive correlation between measures of anxiety and 

rate of verbal conditioning. In Sarason's study no 28 were aware of the 

correct contingency and only seven of 60 Ss noticed the !'s reinforcement. 
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Later experiments by Farber (1963), Levin (1961), and Eriksen, Kuethe and 

Sullivan (1958), however, tailed to tind any relationship between anxiety 

and conditioning; neither did they establish any relationship between 

anxiety and awareness. These contradictory findings may be due to difter­

ences in subjects--normals vs. neurotics and psychotics--and in measures of 

anxiety--Test Anxiety Questionnaire (Sarason, 1958), MAS (Farber 1963; 

Levin, 1961; Tatte1, 1955) and Psychasthenia Scale of the !~~I (Eriksen 

et al., 1958). 

On an ! priori basis, autonomy is believed to be negatively related 

to conditionability generally. Investigations by Kirman (1958) and Levin 

(1961) have failed to establish such a relationship. Bebledelis (1961) 

reported a significant negative correlation only between autonomy and 

verbal conditioning when positive self-reterences were reinforced but not 

when negative self-statements were reinforced. Her results contrasted with 

Rogers' (1960) finding of a significant conditioning effect for reinforced 

negative self-statements but not for positive selt-statements. 

Vestre (1962) in a study ot hospitalized schizophrenics found a 

signiticant negative correlation between persons high on the Autonomous 

Scale of Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and conditionability but his 

results are open to question because of the arbitrary score by which he 

chose to establish conditioning (increment across blocks as opposed to 

decrement across blocks). 

Elimination from statistical analysis of the profiles of tour ~s 

who were aware of the correct contingency also makes it ditficult to 

compare his results with other investigations. 
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Although Cairns and Lewis (1962) found no statistical evidence ot 

conditioning, they discovered a significant relationship between dependency 

scores and increases in the critical response; and between dependency 

soores and positive attitude toward reinforoement. In spite of the latter 

finding, however, there was oJll.y a minimal increase in emission of the 

critical response for these subjects. Unfortunately Cairns and Lewis do 

not mention the existence of awareness among their subjects. Since the 

critical response was either a verb denoting aggression or a verb denoting 

dependency, the analysis of awareness might have clarified the relation­

ships existing between the dependency variable and conditioning. 

Closely related to these findings is the result reported by 

Gelfand (1962) that self-esteem and conditioning are negatively correlated. 

Gelfand's design included experiences of success and failure for the ex­

perimental groups which yielded the finding that subjects exposed to 

experienoes inconsistent with their customary self-evaluations (high self­

esteem--failure and low self-esteem--success) showed significantly more 

verbal conditioning than those whose experiences were consistent with self­

attitudes. Unfortunately neither the question of anxiety nor the problem 

of awareness was included in this study. 

Related to the above studies of a negative relationship between 

autonomy and conditioDability have been a series of investigations into an 

alleged positive relatiOnship between need for approval and conditioD­

ability. Results bave been similarly confusing. Spielberger, Berger, and 

Howard (1963) found no correlation between the two but Marlowe (1963) and 

Crowne and Strickland (1961) discovered a significant positive correlation. 



In the Spielberger~. (1963) experiment the status of the experiment­

ers, who were graduate assistants, may have been a factor in the results. 

It was not possible for this group to evaluate statistically the relation­

ship between need for approval and awareness but there was a "strong 

suggestion" that they were not related. 
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In Marlowe's (1963) study no subjects were aware of the correct 

contingency although 27 of the 38 experimental subjects noticed the re­

inforcement and felt it signified interest or encouragement. In the 

Crowne-Strickland (1961) investigation the profiles of sixteen subjects who 

were judged to be aware were eliminated from the analysis. No <!ifferanees 

were discovered between the high and low need for approval groups and 

awareness, although it is interesting to this investigator that 15 of the 

16 aware subjects were trom the condition which received a negative 

reinforcement. 

In a very recent study on this same variable Epstein (1964) dis­

covered a complex relationship between need for approval, awareness, and 

the reinforced contingency--hostile and neutral verbs. All subjects condi­

tioned except low need for approval on hostile verbs. More subjects in the 

low need for approval group were aware in the neutral verb condition and 

more high need for approval subjects were aware in the hostile verb group. 

It is possible to speculate that subjects were more sensitive to hostile 

responses and thus more aware. 

A few studies on isolated personality variables have yielded 

significant relationships in the predicted direction. Eysenck (1959), 

in an experiment with neurotics, found greater conditionability among 
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introverts than among extroverts, as measured by the Baudsley Personality 

Inventory, although conditioning occurred in both. In a replication of the 

study with normals, t1cDonnel1 and Inglis (1962) discovered that although 

the group as a whole conditioned, no significant correlation was found be-

tween the introversion-extroversion scores and conditioning scores. A 

possible explanation of the failure to replicate Eysenck's results may be 

found in the selection of the groups by HcDonnell and Inglis. The latter 

experiment included a population normally distributed according to the 

Maudsley Scale whereas Eysenck's group was dichotomized into extremes on 

the scale. 

Krasner, Ullmann, Weiss and Collins (1961) found a positive rela-

tionship for their 48 male Ss between achievement via independence, as -
measured by the California Psychological Inventory, and conditioning and a 

negative relationship between hostility and conditioning, and a negative, 

but not significant, relationship between hypnotizibility and conditioning. 

Awareness was determined by an open-ended interview by the~. Of the three 

~s, two were male Ph.D.'s and one a female A.B. None of the female ~'s 

subjects was aware, nor did any condition. Among the aware .§.s, the average 

number of critical responses--emotional words in a TAT-like situation--was 

slightly lower than among unaware ~s. All of these factors seem to indi-

cate a variable of attitude or atmosphere interacting with awareness. 

In view of the difference noted above between results obtained by 

male and female ~s, Sapolsky' s (1960) discovery that interpersonal attrac-

tiveness and interpersonal compatibility between the experimenter and the 

subject were significantly related to rate of conditioning is especially 
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interesting. A direct ccmparison of results is impossible, however, 

bec&use of the different designs, a Taffel design and a TAT situation, and 

also because of Sapolsky's employment of female &s. No special analysis of 

the aware variable was made sinoe only three £s were classified as aware of 

the correct contingency. 

Three final studies are worthy of brief mention in this area. Haas 

(1962) concluded from his investigations that the subject's underlying 

emotional tone, whether positive or negative, could be manipulated by 

verbal conditioning. In a study by uinfree and Meyer (1963) on sociability 

it was discovered that &s high on sociability and those low on eociability 

differed significantly in their conditionability to first person singular 

pronouns and first person plural pronouns. Both of these studies revealed 

that personality characteristics were a factor in conditioning but the 

study by Hetrick and Haas (1962) failed to find a significant relationship 

in the expected directions between verbal conditioning and ego strength, 

psychopathy, and depression. 

Although the conclusions discussed above reg~ding the role of 

anxiety, &utonomy and related characteristios are contradictory, there is 

enough evidence to indicate a complex involvement of these factors in the 

verbal conditioning situation. An e~~loration of a broader spectrum of 

personality oharacteristics and their interaotions with conditioning and 

awareness would seem to be called for at this time. 

In the specific area of awareness and verbal oonditioning Dulaney's 

(1961) discussion of the influence of the subject's own hypothesis regard­

ing reinforcement contingencies focused attention on the mediating 
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properties of these hypotheses. In view of this active role of the aware 

subject, the possibility of conditioning in the dkinnerian operant sense 

was thus called into question. 'rhe role of awareness itself became a sub­

ject of intensive study, particularly by Eriksen (1962) and Spielberger 

(1962) and their COlleagues. 

Eriksen's (1962) experiments yielded results which indicated that 

there was no learning without awareness. In elaborating his theory that 

where cues and reinforcement are salient enough to produce learning they 

will not escape detection by awareness, he also holds the position that 

attention is inextricably interwoven with the concept of awarenp.ss. 

In investigating the problem of awareness, Spielberger (1962) and 

Levin (1961) have focused on the necessity of an intensive interview of the 

subject to ascertain his degree of awareness. According to Levin (1961) 

the brief interview, the usual criterion of awareness, wns an insensitive 

measure. Subjects judged aware by the brief interview did not differ 

significantly from controls. Only when the aware group was extended to 

include those classifiod as aware by means of the intensive interview did 

the aware and unaware groups differ from each other and from the control 

groups. 

More recent studies have attempted to study awareness directly by 

treating it as an independent variable. Weinstein and Lawson (1963), 

manipulating awareness in three groups, discovered that there was no learn­

ing without awareness. They also discovered that "fully aware" §.~t who had 

been informed of the correct contingency during the experiment, did not 

reveal this awareness uniformly on several measures of detection. Krasner 
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and Ullmann (1963) found that reports of awareness were influenced by mild 

inc~eases in threat or stress. I{ow this is related, if at all, to the 

personality trait of anxiety as usually measured was not discussed. 

In several of the above studies it is evident that a factor besides 

awareness is operative. iihp.n the subject is ego-involved, the prediction 

of verbal conditioning becomes more complex. Levin (1961) reported that 

aware ~s who evaluated the reinforcement positively achieved higher condi­

tioning scores. The attitude of unaware &s was not analyzed since they did 

not condition. 

In the Krasner and Ullmann(1963) study referred to above, those ~s 

conditioned who were told that the emission of statements regarding per-

sonal problems--the contingency being reinforced in a TAT-like task--was an 

indication of empathy; whereas the ~s who were instruoted that such state-

ments revealed the S's own personal problems did not condition. This same -
finding was reported by Ekman, Krasner and Ullmann (1963) who also dis-

covered that those Ss who felt more threatened in the situation revealed a -
greater incidenoe of a'Aareness of the correct contingenoy. 

From this discussion it is evident that there are still many un-

answered questions about the relationships between personality characteris­

tics, verbal conditioning, awareness, and attitude of the subject. In view 

of what has been reported in the literature the most promising leads to be 

explored seem to lie in the interaction of various personality cbaracteris-

tics in subjects who can be differentiated along lines of awareness and 

attitude toward reinforcement. This is the area of investigation in this 

thesis. 
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The purpose of this experiment is to study conditionability of 

female 2s in the simple Taffel design which is most effective for the 

assessment of awareness. Females were chosen because research has indi-

cated that if they become aware they are more likely than male 2s to act on 

their awareness (Spielberger, Berger, and Howard, 1963). 

It is hypothesized that aware 2s will be distinguished from unaware 

2s by less anxiety, higher rating on the digit-span scale, higher ego­

strength and greater self-sufficiency. The relationship of anxiety to con-

ditioning is a complex one and the evidence is contradictory. It is 

assumed here that a less anxious person would be more capable of attending 

to the environment than a highly anxious person and thus would be more 

aware of the relationships existing between the !' s behaVior and his own. 

Since it is believed that a high score on the WAIS digit-span scale is 

related to attention and inversely related to anxiety as clinically 

measured (Wechsler t 1958) t a high score on this scale should characterize 

the aware 2s. Higher ego-strength and greater selt-sufficiency are be­

lieved to be related to the ability to deal with one's environment and thus 

are assumed to include cognizance of factors operating within the 

environment. 

Concerning other personality characteristics being tested, it is 

expected that there will be some, hitherto unexplored, which will differ-

entiate the subgroups according to awareness and attitude. In this sense 

the present investigation is exploratory. 
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assess the person.:D.i ty variabJ.e of' anxiety since the presence or absence of 

~iety seems to be a critical factor in awareness and conditionability. 

The PRS in addition to giving a general anxiety score provides a finer 

measure of anxiety in the following areas: Notor Tension; Object Anxiety; 

and Personal Inadequacy_ In addition the Taylor (1953) MAS score and the K 

score of the ~1MPI (Hathaway and McKinley, 1951) are obtained from the par­

ticular form of this instrument which was used. 

Cattell's 16 PF Questionnaire was selected to assess personality 

variatles because it is considered a comprehensive measure of distinct 

personality factors. Since the area of personality variables is the 

special focus of this experiment, it was believed that this questionnaire 

would provide the best assessment of relevant aspects of personality. 

In order to gather additional information on the phenomenon of 

awareness, the Digit-Span subtest of the WAIS was administered. Since this 

test is considered to correlate negatively with anxiety and to be a measure 

of attention, it was expected that it would be related to the aware-unaware 

continuum. This subtest was given to each 2 as part of the experiment. It 

immediately preceded the verbal conditioning procedure described below. 

Procedure 

The experimental apparatus consisted of 100 unlined wi te 3 x 5 

cards. One hundred commonly used neutrally-toned verbs were selected, and 

in the middle of each card was typed a single verb in the past tense. 

Underneath each verb six pronouns--I, We, You, He, She, They--were typed in 



15 

random order. 

The 2 was instructed to say the first sentence which came to mind 

containing the verb and beginning with any one of the pronouns. The pro­

noun used was recorded by the ! on a special data sheet (Appendix I). The 

operant rate for the pronouns was established during the first 20 trials, 

each card constituting & trial, when no reinforcement was given. During 

the next 80 trials the response of the ~ varied according to the following 

groups: 

Experimental Group (E); after every sentence beginning with I or 

We, the ! administered the reinforcement Itmm hmm" in a neutral but not 

uninterested tone. 

Control Group I (C-I): no reinforcement was administered. 

Control Group II (C-II): the reinforcement Itmm bmm tt was adminis-

tered after every seventh and twelfth sentence regardless of the pronoun 

used. 

Following the experiment the E interviewed each S according to an - -
intensive post-conditioning interview schedule (Levin, 1961) (Appendix II). 

§.S in Control Group I were asked questions 1 through 8 only. On the b6.s1s 

of this questionnaire the 28 in the experimental group were judged to be 

aware (A) or unaware (U) of the correct contingency and to have liked (L) 

or been indifferent to or not liked (l1I"L) the reinforcement. 



CHAP'r~R IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Conditioning Data 

Edwards Trend Analysis (1954) was used to determine differences 

between the experimental, control, and various experimental subgroups. For 

purposes of analysis the trials were divided into 5 blocks of 20 trials 

each. Table 1 shows the results of this analysis for the experimental and 

the two control groups; Figure 1 depicts the same data. 

Although there was a significant difference over blocks, there was 

no significant difference among the three condi tiona. This was not unex-. 

pected in view of the fact that the aware-unaware variable vas hypothesized 

as the critical factor in increase of response. 

An interesting feature of this data was the decrease in performance 

during the fourth block tor both reinforced groups. The non-reinforced 

Control I group. on the other hand, except for a barely perceptible de­

crease on the third block. showed a consistent increase in performance. 

Evidently the reinforcement, whether random or patterned. exerted an 

influence on the 2s' behavior. 

A Trend Analysis was also computed for the Aware (N=2'1) and Unaware 

(N=33) experimental groups, as determined from the post-conditioning 

interview. and the two control groups. This data is oontained in Table 2; 

16 



TABLE 1 

TREND ANALYSIS FOR V~RBAL CONDITIONING DATA FOR EXPERIMENTAL, 
CON'.rROL I. A.m CON'fJ:l{OL II GROUJ!,;; 

Source 53 df MS F 

Methods 49.31 2 24.65 

Pooled 53 (b) 2517.38 117 21.51 
in each method 

blocks 134.82 4 33.70 

Hethods x Blocks 143.86 8 17.98 

Pooled 55 x Blocks 2l05.00 468 4.5 
interaction 

Total 4950.37 599 

·*Significant at .01 level 

17 
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TABLE 2 

TREND ANALYSIS FOR VERBAL CONDITIONING DATA FOR AWARE, 
UNAWARE, CONTROL It CONTROL II GROUPS 

Source S5 cit MS F 

Methods 51.19 3 17.06 .83 

Pooled SS (b) 2515.50 116 21.68 
in each method 

Blocks 1:;4.82 4 33.70 7.5·· 

Methods x Blocks 17.16 12 1.43 .29 

Pooled SS x Blocks 2331.70 464 4.98 
interaction 

Total 4950.37 599 

"Significant at .01 level 
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Figure 2 is a graphic representation of this same data. 

Contrary to predictions there was no statistical difference between 

these groups, except in blocks. The unaware group actually had a lower 

mean average on the fifth block than the non-reinforced control group 

(C-I). The decrease in performance by the experimental group on the fourth 

block seems to be accounted for largely by the aware group, which fell be-

low the performance of the unaware and Control I groups and performed equal. 

to the initial. operant rate. Some possible reasons will be advanced for 

this after the analysis of the correlations between personality facto~s and 

conditioning data. 

An additional breakdown of the aware and unaware groups based on 

attitude toward the reinforcement yie~ded the four subgroups mentioned 

earlier: Aware and B.ked the reinforcement (A-L); Aware and were indiffer-

ent to or did not like the reinforcement (A-NL); Unaware and liked the 

reinforcement (U-L); and Unaware and were indifferent to or did not like 

the reinforcement (U-NL). The analysis for these groups is contained in 

Table 3; Figure 3 depicts the same data graphically. An F-score of 2.78 

is needed for significance at the .05 level with 3 and 56 df. The F-score 

of 2.51 was close enough to the required score to warrant the calculation 

of !-tests on the data. A significant difference was found between the 

A-L and A-NL groups for the fourth block (.01 level; ! = 2.59), fifth block 

(.05 level; t = 2.24) and total blocks (.05 level; t = 2.56). - -
Since it was evident that the factor of attitude was operating on 

the conditioning scores a final analysis was performed on the data for 

those Ss in the Experimental group who liked the reinforcement (L) and -
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TABLE 3 

TREND ANALYSIS FOR VBRBAL CONDITIONING DATA 
FOR A-L, A-NL, U-L, U-NL GROUPS 

Source SS df l'~ 

Methods 131.26 3 43.75 

Pooled SS (b) 972.94 56 17.37 
in each method 

Blocks 98.57 4 24.64 

Methods x Blocks 60.45 12 5.04 

Pooled SS x Blocks 112l.86 224 5.008 
interaction 

Total 2384.08 299 

"Significant at .01 level 
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F 

2.51 

4.90·· 

1.00 



10.01~---------------------------------------' 

A-L (N -12) 
A-NL (N =15) 

905 U-L (N=18) 
U-NL (N =15) 

9.0 

..!>:l 8.5 o 
o 
@ 
H 8.0 
Q) 
0. 

7.0 

6.5 

6.0 

5.0 

/ 
/ , 

t 

Block 1 

/' ........ , 
/ 

2 3 4 5 

FIGURE 3. TREND OF CRITICAL PRONOUNS PER BLOCK FOR 
A-L, A-NL, U-L, U-NL GROUPS. 

23 



24 

those who were indifferent to or who did not like it (n). This data is 

contained in Table 4 and is presented graphically in Figure 4. 

As indicated the group which liked the reinforcement (L) and the 

group which was indifferent to or did not like the reinforcement (NL) were 

significantly different from each other at the .01 level. The two groups 

also differed significantly from the two control groups (F .. 2.8; 

significant at .05 level). 

Personality Test Data 

!-tests were computed for all personality characteristics tor the 

following subgroups in the experimental group (N == 60): Aware (A)­

Unaware (U); Like (L)-Did Not Like (Nt); Aware-Like (A-L)-Aware-Did Not 

Like (A-NL); Unaware-Like (U-L)-Unaware-Did Not Like (U-Nt). Pearson Rho 

correlations were also computed for all variables in the above groups. 

Aware-Unaware Groups 

On only one personality factor--PF Gs Expedient-Conscientious-­

did the Aware (N .. 2?).Unaware (N == 33) groups differ signj.ficantly. The 

Unaware Group was more conscientious, persevering, rule-bound. (The means 

and standard deviations for the A and U groups respectively were M .. 15.93, 

SD .. 2.21 and M lIS 17.21, SD .. 2.59. This difference was significant at the 

.05 level; ! == 2.02). But this one difference out of a possible 29 could 

be accounted for by chance. 

The personality characteristics for which predictions of differ­

ences were made were remarkably similar. For example, the mean scores in 

the A-U groups respectively were: Attention 11.82 and 11.55; Anxiety 



TABLE 4 

TREND ANALYSIS FOR V-BRBAL CONDITIONING DATA 
FOR L AND NL GROUPS 

Source SS df MS 

Methods 126.55 1 126.55 

Pooled 53 (b) 977.65 58 16.86 
in each method 

Blocks 98.57 4 24.64 

Methods x Blocks 8.55 4 2.14 

Pooled 55 x Blocks 1173.76 232 5.06 
interaction 

Total 2385.08 299 

··5ignificant at .01 level 
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F 

7.5" 

4.87" 
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(FRS) 25.33 and 25.49; MAS 13.93 and 12.88; Higher Ego-Strength 16.70 and 

16.18 and Self-Sufficiency 10.26 and 9.76. 

' .. ath respect to the personality characteristic in which the A-U 

27 

groups differed significantly--Personality Factor G--there were significant 

differences between the intercorrelations. (See Tables 5 and 6 for the 

matrices of intercorrelations.) Factor G--Conscientiousness--correlated 

positively with anxiety in the Aware group and negatively with anxiety and 

self-sufficiency in the Unaware group. 

The complex relationship between this faotor and several other 

characteristics of the subjects will be discussed when the other analyses 

have been presented. 

The variable of Attention was ?ositively correlated with PF-Q4 

(Tense, overwrought) £ ::: .42, p<:.05; Personal Inadequacy (PRS-P) £ = .64, 

p<.Ol; PRS Total, £::: .50, p<.Ol; and l>1AS t £::: .48, p<:.05 for the Aware 

group. The last three £'8 were significantly different at the .05 level 

from the Unaware group. The correlations with attention in the Unaware 

group were Personal Inadequacy. £ ::: .08, PRS Total, .!: == -.03. and 

Groups which Liked and Did Not Like the Reinforcement 

Considering these same sixty subjects according to their attitude 

toward the reinforoement. however. gave evidence of significant personality 

differences as well as the significant differences in conditioning 

discussed earlier. 

Of the 23 personality variables tested, these groups differed 

! • 
, 

I! 
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TABLE 5. INTERCORRELATIONS FOR ALL VARIAE 

c:Q 

-.24 
o 

.02 
-.20 

~ 

.06 

.15 

.00 

rz. 
.64b! 

-.40a* 
.10 
.18 

~ 

-.41* 
.19 
.22 
.14 

-.53! 

~ 

.47* 
-.21 

.47* 

.32 

.39* 
-.19 

H 

-.25 
.14 
.08 

-.14 
-.39a 

.33 

.03 

H 

-.13 
.06 

-.55! 
.15 
.25 

-.06 
-.25 

.10 

x 
.07 
.25 

-.28 
.41* 
.05 

-.35 
.04 
.06 
.09 

z 
.19 

-.09 
-.18 

.02 
-.01 

.19 

.10 

.43* 

.26b 
-.20 

a Difference between r's (for A-U groups) significant at .05 level 
b Difference between r's (for A-U groups) significant at .01 level 
* r significantly different from zero at .05 level 

r significantly different from zero at .01 level 

o 
-.06 

.00 
-.74! 

.01 
-.01 
-.07 
-.52! 

.15 

.631 

.22 

.24a 

M 
cY 

-.24 
.23 

-.29 
.00 

-.28 
.10 

-.03 
.03 

-.04 
.09 
.07 
.00 

~ r<\ 
cY 

-.56al -.05 
.21 , .20 
.07a .44* 
.00 

-.39* 
.35a 

-.34 
.26 
.05 
.20 

-.06 
.06a 
.12 

-.01 
-.26 

.46· 

.12 

.04 
-.38* 
-.571 

.15 
-.591 

.16 
-.21 

IFor the benefit of those who are not completely familiar with the operational definitions 
of the various scales used (Cattell 16 PF Questionnaire, Nicolay-Walker Personal Reaction Schedule, 
WArS Attention measure), a definition of each value is given in Appendix 
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R ALL VARIABLES FOR AWARE GROUP (N = 27)1 
• 

0 • x 0 Cl. E-t 0 I I I I 

~ 
~ f\.I r-t'\ 4- lI'\ E-t C\J /4'\ .:j- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ rl rl rl rl rl 

()' 
()' ()' Cl. Cl. Cl. Cl. ~ < m rn m m rn rn 
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.871 -.58! .831 .641a .19 -.13 .07 .16 .18 .13 

-.65! .86! .50!a .10 -.13 .05 .12 .13 .08 
-.601 -.30 -.02 .18 -.24 .06 -.02 -.02 

.48·a .03 -.10 .01 .16 .07 .05 
.15 -.23 -.24 -.01 .15 -.06 

.17 .38 .33 .44" .61! 
.36 .'551 .33 .67! 

.39· .25 .• 68: 
.56! .791 

.76! 
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B1 1 
B1 2 
B1 3 
B1 4 
B1 5 
B1 To. 

I 
TABLE 6. INTERCORRELATIONS FOR ALL . VAl 

III 0 rz1 ~ el ~ H H X Z 0 

-.22 -.01 -.02 .04a -.01 -.01 .13 -.15 -.04 .05 -.01 
.01 .33 .15a .00 .08 -.02 .00 .37· .13 .15 

-.05 -.03 .23 .38· -.04 -.24 -.31 .22 -.651 
.36· -.12 .49! .21 -.21 .11 .14 -.05 

.13 .38· .24a -.11 .15 .00 -.17 
.30 .10 -.38· -.10 .45! -.29 

.01 -.481 -.19 .44· -.651 
-.20 .40· .10 .01 

.05 

a Difference between rls (for A-U groups) significant 
b Difference between rls (for A-U groups) significant 

r significantly different from zero at .05 level • 
r significantly different from zero at .01 level 

-.41a· .521 
-.01 .41· 

-.40a· 

at .05 level 
at .01 level 

rl (\J r< 
CY CY a 

.04 -.Ola i -.,c 

.08 .13 -.1 

.02 -.49a! : .~ 

.13 .31 .1 
-.15 -.10 -,0 
-.12 -.33a .1 

.00 -.39· .2 

.02 .01 -.3 
-.35· .20 -.0 

.10 .32 -.2 
-.04 -.03 .1 

.06 .53a! -.3 
.23 .2. 

.0 

- - ---

=~ 
---=-~--



ALL I VARIABLES FOR UNAWARE GROUP (N = 33) . 
0 . x 0 0.. E-i 0 I I I I 
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.34 .49! .53! .541 -.531 .491 -.04 -.11 -.01 -.07 -.06 -.06 -.07 

.471 .461 .76! -.651 .711 -.13 -.18 -.04 -.23 -.16 -.09 -.16 
.78! .871 -.661 .64! -.06 -.06 .06 -.11 -.13 -.14 -.10 

.90! -.69! .841 .08a -.05 .12 -.21 -.03 .02 -.03 
-.791 .88! -.03a -.12 .06 -.22 -.12 -.07 -.11 

-.801 -.03 -.02 .11 .24 .11 -.01 .10 
-.03a .02 -.06 --35· -.10 -.01 -.12 

-.12 .04 .08 .06 -.13 -.02 
.33 .33 .45! .42· .54! 

.73! .671 .58! .811 
.73! .64! .84! 
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on 13. X-test analyses of this data are contained in Table 7. Drawing 

upcn the characteristics differentiating the two groups, the description 

contained in Ta.b1e 8 was fonnulo.ted. ;'lhere the differences fall within 

the a.verage range as designated by Cattell's Sten systool, or the 

Nicolay-~a1ker norms, this has been noted in order to indicate which 

scores actually deviate from average norms as well as which scores differ 

from each other in these two groups. 

In the analysis of the interccrrelations among all variables, 

the most striking differences occur in the correlations between various 

anxiety measures and the blocks of trials. For the Ss who liked the -
reinforcement, and who obtained average scores on the anxiety measures, 

these scores correlated negatively witll trial scores. Of a possible 42 

correlations, l5 are'significant1y dif:erent from zero at the .05 level 

and 4 at the .01 level. For the §.S who did not like the reinforcement. 

30 

and whose anxiety scores are below average, the correlations between these 

scores and trial scores are consistently positive but low and not 

significant. ~ighteen of the 42 correlations are significantly different 

from each oth~r in the two groups: 12 at the .05 level and 6 at the .01 

level. (These scores are contained in the intercorre1ation matrices, 

Tables 9 and 10.) 

A comparison of these correlations with the Aware-Unaware 

groups shows that the correlations for the Unaware Group are consistently 

negative, although low and not significant. Except for the failure to 

achieve significance, tids tendency is similar to the L Group. The trend 

in the Aware group is similar to the Nt group, except for an interesting 

, I 



TABLE 7 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN GROUPS ACCORDING 
TO AfflTUDE TOWARD REINFORCPldENT (L Arm NL GROUPS) 

L 

Var1able Mean 

PF-A 10.43 
PF ... B 9.67 
PF-C 15·30 
PF-E 7·73 
PF-F 13.17 
PF-G 16.23 
PF-H 10.63 
PF-I 13.73 
PF-L 7.47 
PF-M 13.00 
PF-m 8.07 
PF"() 14.57 
PF-Q1 8.60 
PF~ 10.40 
PF-Q3 10.17 
PF-Q4 14.30 
PRS-M ll.3O 
PRS-O 7.60 
PRS-p ll.60 
PBS-'l'otal 30.23 
K 16.63 
MAS 16.97 
AT'l'N. 1l.80 
Block 1 6.20 
Block 2 7·23 
Block 3 7·33 
Block 4 6.90 
Block 5 8.40 
'l'otal Bl.. 36.10 

S1gn1t'1cance: 
* .05 level 
** .01 level 
"* .001 level 

SD 

3.63 
1.52 
3·90 
3.69 
5.41 
2.49 
5.26 
2.37 
2.87 
3.67 
2.41 
4.98 
2.49 
2·37 
3.16 
3.51 
4.29 
3·19 
5.04 

10.28 
4.56 
8.94 
2.22 
1.52 
2·53 
2.48 
3·33 
4.60 

ll.69 

NL 

Mean aD 'l'-score 

10.30 3.61 .14 
9·53 1.34 .38 

17·53 3.85 2.19* 
9.63 3.61 1.98-

12.43 4.76 .52 
17.03 2.45 1.23 
13.87 5.45 2.31* 
13.47 2.43 .4E 
5.80 2.60 2.35* 

ll.43 2.97 1.80 
9.03 2.22 1.57 

10.47 4.64 3.25** 
9.27 2.56 1.01 
9·57 3.41 1.08 

12.10 2.52 2·57* 
12·27 3.78 2.14* 
8.00 3.12 3·33** 
5·30 3.15 2.74 .. 
7·30 3.48 3.77"* 

20.60 7·33 4.10fl'1t 
18.93 4.01 2.04* 
9.73 5.67 3.69*** 

11·53 2.17 .47 
5·50 1.67 1.67 
5.93 2·39 2.03* 
6.33 2.67 1.47 
5.37 2.19 2.07* 
6.57 2·57 1.87 

29.70 8.52 2·39* 

31 



32 

TABLE 8 

DIFFERENCES Bm'WEE!f L AIm Nt SUBJECTS ON PERSOlfALITY 'mAI!I.'S 

Description of SubJects 

.Factor ~: liked reinforcement ~s; dfl not l:fke l:¥!dlllt:a:ue. T S1inU'. 

PF-C Av: emotional maturity Ab.av: emote maturity 2.19 .05 

PF-E Av: contbm1ng-m1epqdent Ab.av: independent 1.98 .0; 
assertive 

PF .. K AT: stq-bold Within av: range but 2.31 .05 
more venturesome 

PF ... L AT: adaptable-opiUDnated Adaptable-trusting 2.35 .0; 

PF-o WorryiDa, apprehensive Placid, selt-assured 3·25 .01 

PF-Q3 AT: careless of protocol- Wi thin aT. range but 2·57 .05 
selt-disciplined more socially prec1ae 

PF-QI,. AT: relaxed-tenae Relaxed 2.14 .05 

PRS-M AT: motor tension Leas tension 3.33 .01 

PRS-o Av: object tension Less tension 2.74 .01 

PRS-P AT: personal inadequacy Less feel.1rJg of 3·77 .001 ,I 

personal inadequacy i!1 

PBS-Tot. Av: anxiety Less anxiety 4.10 .001 

MAS AT; anxiety Less anxiety 3.69 .001 

K(MMPI) Av. defensiveness Ab.av: defensiveness 2.04 .0; 

r 
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PRS-O 
PRS-P 
PRS-To. 

K 
MAS 

ATTN 
Bl 1 
Bl 2 
Bl 3 
Bl 4 
Bl 5 
Bl To. 

TABLE 9. INTERCORRELATIONS FOR ALL 

a:l 0 rz1 ra. ~ ::r:: H H ~ Z 0 

-.34 .22 -.05 .32 -.24 .33 .07 -.29 -.08 .10 -.16 
-.16 .28 .12 .13 -.18 .04 .12 .31 -.16 .12 

-.17 .22 .22 .42* -.07 -.22 -.25 .ll -.631 
.37* -.27a .14a .08 .29a .13 -.21 .24 

-.22 .561 -.07 -.01 .ll -.08 -.30 
-.01 .23 -.11 -.36a* .28 -.19 

-.24a -.33 -.33a .30 -.66! 
.06 .17 .33 .22 

.17 -.06 .461 
-.26a .34 

-.25 

a Difference between rls (for L-NL groups) significant at .05 level 
b Difference between rIa (for L-NL groups) significant at .01 level 
* r significantly different from zero at .05 level 

r significantly different from zero at .01 level 

rl r" >0. 

'Y 0> 'Y 

-.12 -.22 -.02 
.04 .09 -.19 

-.44a* -.62b! .52! 
-.18 .30 -.15 
-.40· -.15 -.11 
-.21 -.491 .11 
-.36a* -.54! .19 
-.01 .10 -.25 
-.09 .22 .01 

.13 .21 -.39* 
-.17 -.28 .12 

.28 .59al -.44* 
.44 .05 

-.23 



OR ALL I VARIABLES FOR L GROUP (N = 30) 
. 

0 . x 0 Il. 8 0 , I I I Z r-1 (\J 1"'. ~ LJ E-< &l &l &l &l CI) ~ "". ..::t 
~ r-1 r-1 r-f r-1 rl rl 0' 0> Il. Po. Il. Po. :..:: « p:j p:j p:j .x: en cc 

-.02 -.21 -.18 -.29 -.15 -.20 .40· -.11 .01 -.33a -.14 -.07 .01 ' , -.:)5 .J..~ 

-.19 .13 .24 .14 .18 .19 -.37· .16 .18 -.03 -.28 -.17 :>2 -.13 -.22 -.L./' 
.52! -.3~· -.591 -.611 -.61! -.71! .47! -.64! -.17 -.08 .23 .40b· .12 .13 .21 

-.15 .14 .04 .10 .04 .09 -.19 .10 -.07 .01 -.14 .06 .01 -.01 -.02 
-.11 -.01 .09 -.36· -.40a· -.23 .01 -.14 -.31 -.24 -.35 -.13 -.0.": -.0; -.16 

.11 -.14 -.19 -.33 -.15 -.28 .05 -.07 .03 .38a· .16 .11 1-~ • ~~)(j .26 . "' .19 -.19 -.37· -.661 -.63! -.63! .42· -.51! -.28 .01 .03 .21 .17 .17 .17 
-.25 -.07 -.15 .16 .30 .13 -.21 .25 .08 .05 -.08 .09 .10 .22 .12 

.01 .45· .45· .511 .35 .50! -.69! .46! .40· .06 -.34 -.30 -.28 -.ltS -.27 
-.39· .38· .22 .40· .35 .39· -.35 .35 .17 -.33 -.12 -.11 -.15 -.29a -.25 

.12 -.31 -.17 -.30 -.11 -.19 .04 .00 -.15 .16 .08 .12 .30 .50a! .34 
-.44· .471 .38· .80al .76! .78! -.561 .73! .32 -.09 -.41a· -.45b· -.35a -. Y?a· -.44b· 

.05 .09 .30 .45a· .32 .37· -.06 .21 .04 -.05 -.02 -.08 -.08 -.37* -.20 
-.23 I .25 .43· .64al .67al .68a! -.37· .48! .06 -.01 -.09 -.18 .01 -.11 -.10 

I -.27 -.33 -.20 -.40· -.41· .26 -.50! -.22a .24 .32a .35a .15 .17 .28 
.37· .49! .50! .53! -.56! .51! .40· -.04 -.30 -033a -.16 -.16 -.25 

.48! .43· .75! -.611 .681 .14 -.22 -.42a· -.50bl -.28 -.24 -.40a· 
.75! .87! -.63! .58! .37a· -.12 -.25 -.38· -.31 -036· -.38· 

"'I .87! -.641 .83! .51! .06 -.27 -.45a· -.16 -.19 -.27 i 
-.74! .85! .37· -.15 -.38a· -.56b! -.30 -.31a -.43a· . 

-.741 -.33 -.05 .44· .43b· .24 .18 .32 
.30 -.04 -.47bl -.61bl -.30 -.24a -.42a· 

.19 -.26 -.12 -.11 -.04 -.11 
.19 .30 .44· .36- .50! 

.61! .651 .471 .74! 
.691 .52! .781 

.78a! .93al 
_ .87! 
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Q2 
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Bl 1 a 
Bl 2 b 
Bl 3 • 
Bl 4 
Bl 5 
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TABLE 10. INTERCORRELATIONS FOR ALL 

(.) ri1 ~ ~ ::r:: H H :0: Z 0 

-.18 .01 .24 -.20 .04 -.20 .04 .03 .18 .12 
.02 .29 -.32 .04 .18 .06 -.14 .37- .30 .02 

-.07 -.15 .10 .29 .13 -.43- -.25 -.18 -.66! 
.30 .26a .63a! .13 -.34a .56! .27 -.11 

.07 .29 .00 .06 .13 .09 .04 
.19 .22 -.37- .21a .29 -.14 

.32a -035 .33a .18 -.45· 
-.28 .41* .19 -.15 

-.28 -.04 .56! 
.24a .16 

.20 

Difference between rls (for L-NL groups) significant at .05 level 
Difference between rls (for L-NL groups) significant at .01 level 
r significantly different from zero at .05 level 
r significantly different from zero at .01 level 

rl (\j 
0- 0> 

-.01 -.29 
.24 .20 
.11a .15a 
.24 .12 
.00 -.39-
.05 .30 
.22a -.23 
.06 .13 

-.30 -.08 
.10 .25 
.14 .19 

-.09 .07& 
.06 



RALL VARIABLES FOR NL GROUP (N = 30) 

. 
0 . X 0 Il. Eo! 0 I I I I 

~ 
r-i (\J r<\ ..::t IJ' E-< 

C'\J g} ~ ~ ~ C/J r<\ ...:t" 
~ r-i rl r-i r" rl rl 0> 0> 0', n. n. n. n. ~ < I1l I1l to 0: :n to 

-.29 -.29 -.19 .05 -.13 .07 -.01 .14 .03 -.22 .25a .22 .35 .48! .25 4- -:J* 
• L .20 ·31 -.18 -.09 -.20 .01 -.12 .10 -.07 .29 -.02 .12 -.08 .n .24 .1e 

.15a I .25 -.53! -.461 -.19 -.621 -.58! .44' -.41' -.12 .07 -.10 -.38a· - .2C -.21 -.25 .12 I .18 .13 .21 -.25 .05 .01 -.19 .02 .22 .11 .ll .1S .24 ,x .24 · (~'-
-.39* I -.15 .24 .06 -.03 .24a .12 -.12 -.14 .00 -.10 .08 .15 -.1 L. -.2'7 -.07 

.30 .35 -.26 .05 -.14 -.08 -.08 .18 -.14 .40' -.19a .12 -.04 .1Cl -.05 -.0: -.23 .02 -.11 -.05 -.54! -.39" -.44' .23 -.46! -.07 .07 -.08 .08 r" -.o.? .Gl -.0.l.. .13 -.08 -.21 .13 -.17 .07 .01 -.05 .04 -.12 -.31 -.24 -.26 l.~ - .,)9 ."2 -. /'--.08 -.18 .41' .08 .471 .37' .41 -.42' .27 -.08 -.07 -.19 .16 -.le .0 ~ -.04 .25 -.09 .16 .50! -.08 .15 .24 -.35 .20 .09 -.06 -.01 .13 .le; .2=)8 .le .19 .09 -.07 .31 ..:..14 .07 .10 -.12 .15 .14 -.31 .16 .10 .11 -.O'7a .02 .07& -.18 .45' .33 .44a .62! .63! -.571 .60! .16 -.18 .16a .31b .19a .22-a .24b .06 .31 -.13 .00 -.23b -.05 -.12 .15 -.05 -.11 .14 -.16 -.08 -.?') C' -.10 · , .16 .02 .18 .19a .03a .17a -.18 .40' .03 -.26 -.01 -.34 -.01 .14 -.17 -.40" -.22 .01 -.13 -.15 .15 -.19 .32a .08 -.24a -.26a -.11 -.06 -.18 
.48! .35 .42' .551 -.50! .53! .00 -.14 .15 .20a .03 -.02 .07 

.19 .36' .681 -.41" .561 -.02 .01 .19a .27 b .06 .25 .23a 
.491 .74! -.59! .50! -.19a -.14 .04 -.01 -.16 .05 -.05 

.83! -.541 .7l! .10 -.20 .17 .09a .04 .28 .13 
-.68! .79! -.05 -.15 .18a .15b -.02 .26a .14a 

-.63! .06 .14 -.04 -.26b .09 -.24 - .ll 
.04 -.16 .19b .06b .ll • z,?a .16a 

-.19 .09 -.04 .20 .01 .02 
.25 .33 .2 n .45' .S7! 

• 52! .57! 4 -- • • c .76! 
.49! .471 .791 

.45a· .76a! 
- "7 I . ( . 
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and oonsistent differenoe; tho correlations between Anxiety and Block 2 

ero negative rather than positive for the Aware group. 

Aware-Like and Aware-Did Not Like Groups 

Analysis of the data according to attitude and awareness-unaware-

ness was undertaken in an attempt to clarify the differences already noted 

in the above discussions. 

In the A-L and A-NL groups the only significant differences were 

in the Anxiety scores: PRS--Motor Tension, Personal Inadequacy, and 

Total FRS. The scores of the A-NL group were significantly lower than the 

A-L group. whose scores fell within the average range according to previous 

stUdies with this instrument. This would be expected since the Aware-

Unaware groups did not differ from each other whereas the L and Nt groups 

showed significant differences in this a.rea; the Nt group registered scores 

lower than average. 

It is, however, in the analysis of the intercorrelations 

(Tables 11 and 12) with all other variables that differences are mani-

fested. These appeared in Factor A--outgoing, sociable--a factor which 

did not differentiate either the J:..-U or L-NL group:::: \'Jhen analyzed 

separately. In Factor A eleven of· the 28 intercorrelations were signifi-

cantly different for the A-L and A-NL groups. Factor A scores for the 

subjects who liked the reinforcement (A-L) were negatively correlated with 

PF-B. Intelligence; PF-L, Being Opinionated; PF-O, Apprehension; PRS Motor 

Tension; PRS Personal Inadequacy; PRS Total; MAS; Block 1 and Total Blocks. 

and positively correlated with PF-C, li:motional Maturity. and K (MMPI). 
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TABLE 11. INTERCORRELATIONS FOR ALL ' . 

p:) 0 rsl I'z.t el IXl H H X 
rl 

Z 0 0' 

-.64a* .70b* -.16 .721 -.50 .771 -.25 -.59a* -.08 -.08 -.60a* -.43 
-.28 .32 -.33 .22 -.56 -.20 .22 .09 -.35 .18 .14 

-.02 .45 .06 .69* .08 -.44 -.37 .04 -.74! -.46 
.28 -.04 .14 .00 .51 .42 -.05 .12 -.45a 

-.65* .62· -.25 -.03 .30 -.30 -.41 -.43 
-.25 .65* .23 -.62* .43 .20 .06 

-.02 -.25 -.16 .16 -.64* -.43 
.23 -.25 .52 .25 

.30 .01 .47 
-.54 .41 

-.10 

a Difference between rls (for A-L and A-NL groups) significant at 
b Difference between ria (for A-L and A-NL groups) significant at 

r significantly different from zero at .05 level * 
r significantly different from zero at .01 level 

.21 
-.08 

.01 

.14 

.14 

.05 level 

.01 level 

C\J 1'1'\ 
0' 0' 

-.55 .12 
.45 .18 

-.68b* .60. t_ 

-.09 -.13 
-.27 -.14 

.00 .42 
-.86bl .28 
-.13 .13 

.28 -.35 

.29 -.751 
-.33 .42 

.60a -.741 

.44 -.01 
-.48 



I 
ALL I VARIABLES FOR A-L GROUP (N = 12) 

• . 
0 0 

X 0 p.., E-< 
I I I I Z r-i (\j f'I\ -:t lJ\ E-< 

i<\ I -:t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r-i rl rl r-i rl rl 

<:Y <:Y p.. p.. p.. p.. ::.:: « CQ CQ CQ CQ CQ c.o 

.12 -.44 -.61a* -.69* -.70b* -.65a* .82bl -.69a* -.56 -.59a* .18 .04 .07 -.22 -.15a 

.18 .39 .30 .23 .42 .26 -.49a .28 .41 .55 .03 .12 .04 .19 .22 

.60- -.44 -.84! -.76a! -.53 -.751 .54 -.741 -.30 -.12 .34 .35a .27 .00 .22 

-.13 I .28 .07 -.07 -.10 -.01 -.24 .17 -.08 -.08 .13 .16 -.17 .02 .02 

-.14 .01 -.18 -.46 -.61* -.39 .44 -.48 -.37 -.63a* -.13 -.10 -.07 -.39 -.39 

.42 -.06 -.22 .26 .46 .14 .38 .26 .35 .80b! .00 .10 .13 .39 .39 

.28 -.17 -.64* -.62- -.711 -.66* .55 -.60* -.43 -.44 .33 .09 .25 -.02 .08 

.13 -.11 -.19 .24 .13 .03 -.33 .12 .05 .19 -.27 .34 -.04 -.05 .00 

-.35 .63- .58- .58- .42 .58* -.721 .56 .53 .21 -.32 -.39 -.20 .ll -.14 

-.751 .48 .56 .21 .10 .34 -.30 .36 .12 -.5gb* -.25 .03 -.52a -.58b* -.58b* 

.42 -.48 -.24 .00 -.24 -.15 .08 -.15 -.41 .18 .33 .20 .50 .58* .56 

-.741 .54 .68- .87a!" .781 .89! -.72! .90! .51 .06 -.65* -.32 -.61a* -.30 -.54 

-.01 -.06 .40 .19 .19 .19 -.11 .23 -.03 .22 .00 .30 .38 -.14 .15 

-.48 .22 .75a! .50 .60* .65* -.33 .62* .29 .33a -.41 -.23 -.23 -.22 -.27 

-.54 -.68- -.56 -.40 -.67* .34 -.65- -.28 .45 .63a* .43 .70a· .62* .82b! 

.62- .64· .58· .68· -.731 .64· .76a! -.01 -.52b -.51a -.38 -.29 -.50a 

.71· .60· .85! -.59- .75! .45 .04 -.42 -.42a -.20 -.19a -.35b 
.76! .91! -.83! .78! .68a* .16 -.66a· -.52 -.46 -.04 -.42 

.86! -.74! .86! .82a! .49a -.48 -.37 -.33 -.13 -.27 
-.76! .90! .68* .18 -.60a· -.55a -.38 -.16 -.43 

-.70- -.78b! -.24 .48 .22 .37 .00 .24 
.60* .29 -.45 -.35 -.378; -.23 -.35 

.35 -.47 -.48 -.37 -.05 -.30 
.17 -.03 .37 .48 .54 

.49 .66- .56a .85! 
.29 -.08 .40 

.48 .80! 
.80! 
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TABLE 12. INTERCORRELATIONS FOR ALL I V 

!Xl 0 rz:l r:-. ~ tx1 H H X Z 

.10a -.50a .39 .54· -.31 .22 -.34 .20a .21 .43 
-.16 -.05 -.45 .14 .10 .41 -.08 .44 .20 

-.07 -.17 .39 .28 .14 -.661 -.16 -.39 
.23 .31 .54- -.18 -.17 .45 .15 

-.36 .16 -.62· .48 -.26 .26 
-.12 .14 -.39 .00 -.12 

.04 -.30 .24 .02 
-.08 .28 .36 

-.20 .57· 
.19 

a Difference between rIa (for A-L and A-Nt groups) significant at 
b Difference between rls (for A-L and A-Nt groups) significant at 

r significantly different from zero at .05 level • 
r significantly different from zero at .01 level 

rl 
0 0-

.37a -.01 
-.16 .32 
-.74! -.22 
-.05 .37a 

.35 -.04 
-.37 .11 
-.43 .37 

.05 -.02 

.811 .14 

.00 .21 

.62· .03 
-.10 

.05 leT81 

.01 level 

(\J 
0-

-.61· 
.13 
.42a 
.03 

-.49 
.59-

-.15b 
.41 

-.23 
.19 
.06 i_ 

-.18 1-
-.01 



IR ALL I VARIABLES FOR A-Nt GROUP (N '" 15) 

• 
0 . x 0 Po. 8 

0 
I I I I 

~ rl C'\J r<\ ..::r lI'\ 8 
C'\J 

~ ..::r ~ ~ re ~ U) 

~ rl rl rl rl rl rl 
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.13 .53* .21 .37 .68! 
.23 .31 -.23a .43 

.32 .37 .• 821 
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.56* 



These positive and negative correlations were reversed for the A-Nt 

group. The correlations differed significantly for the two groups at 

the .05 level except for the following which differed at the .01 level: 

Factor C, PRS Personal Inadequacy and K. 

Regarding the factor of Attention which differentiated between 

the Aware-Unaware groups, it also differentiated the A-L and A-Nt groups 

in the same '111&3. Attention correlated positively with Anxiety in the 

group which liked the reinforcement and negatively v.rith the K Factor: 

,:.t4 (r = .76, p< .01); PRS-Object Anxiety (r = .68, p<:.05); PRS-Personal ..., -
Inadequacy (£ = .82, P < .01); I'RS-Total (£ = .68, p <.05); }-lAS {£ = .60, 

p .05; K (£ = -.78, p <.01). These were all significantly d~fferent 

from the corresponding intercorrelations for A-NL group whic~ were very 

low. These groups differed from each other on the anxiety v8.riables at 

the .05 level and on the K factor at the .01 level. 

The large correlations between the anxiety-attention measures for 

the A-L group require further elaborstion. A comparison of the corre-

sponding intercorrelations for all subjects, including controls, indicated 

that generally there was a small positive correlation between anxiety and 

attention. The fact that the A-L subgroup had the highest me,an Attention 

score (M = 12.50) although it was not significantly different from the 

A-NL group 01 = 11.27; .1 = 1.29, n.s.) was also a factor to hie considered. 

Examination of the interview profiles for these two groups indicated that 

the reason given by the A-NL group for disliking the reinforc.ement was 

that use of the first person pronoun made them uncomfortable land self-

conscious because they did not know what conforming would in~Lcate about 
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their personalities. 

The fact that these ~s had very low anxiety scores on all 

measures opens up the question of accounting for their uneasiness in the 

experimental situation. This same group also had scores indicating that 

they were more emotionally mature and more serious than the A-Lgroup. 

11hile the /\.-L group had average scores on the emotional maturity factor 

(rt'-C) and the sober-gay factor (PF-F), it Vias above average on Factor A-

outgoing, socialJle.l'1lis difference 't//;l.o especially otriking ill view of 

the fact that the entire group of 120 ~s was below ave~age on this factor. 

Regarding the Anxiety scores and thei~ correlations with Blocks of 

Trials, in general a negative correlation existed between Blocks and all 

Anxiety measures for the group which liked the reinforcement. This was a 

resolution of opposing tendencies mentioned above where the correlations 

for the A group were generally positive fuld for the L group consistently 

negat;i ve. The subgroup A-L followed the tendency which appeared in the 

L group. 

J..'or the A-NL group. positive correlations existed, comparable to 

the NL group discussed above. 

Thirteen of the possible 4~ intercorrelations among the anxiety 

measures (PF-O, PF-Q4, PRS-M t FRS-O, PRS-P, PRS-Total, MAS) were signifi-

cantly different from each other for these two groups: 11 at the .05 

level and 2 at the .01 level. 

Another interesting feature of the Anxiety and K scores for these 

groups was that for the A-L group all but one of the intercorrelations of 

the Anxiety measures were significantly different from zero whereas for 
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the A-NL group only 15 of the 28 intercorrelations were significant. 

'fhis seems note\tlOrthy because in the A-U and L-NL groups intercorrelations 

were significant for each of the four groups. The fact that the subgroup 

A-Nt should show such marked inconsistency in its intercorrelations was a 

further indication of the complex relationship of anxiety to other 

factors in the experimental situation. 

Besides tlle anxiety scores the factor which distinguished the two 

groups most consistently in its correlation with Blocks was Factor M--

Conventional (low score) vs. Imaginative (high score). This factor 

correlated positively with blocks in the A-NL group and negatively in the 

A-L group. These were signifioant for Blocks 1 (p< .01) t 4 (p .(.05) and 

5 (p < .01) and Total (p < .01) • It would seem that for the group which 

liked the reinforcement, conventionality was related to emitting the 

correct response. For the group which did not like the reinforcement, 

however, scores depicting imaginative tendencies were related to increase 

of the response. 

Unaware-Like and Unaware-Did Not I,ike Groups 

It is, however, in the analysis of the data for the Unaware Group 

according to attitude that greater differences appear. It will be 

remembered that the A-L and A-Nt groups differed only on the anxiety 

variable, the latter being less anxious. Also in the analysis of the 

entire experimental group according to attitude--L and NL Groups--

significant differences were observed in 13 of the 23 variables. The 

present groups, U-L and U-NL, differed significantly on 12 of the 23 
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variables, eleven of which were the same as the L and NL groups. But 

there are several differences which are worth noting. (Table 13 contains 

the !-test data for these groups and Table 14 is a descriptive formulation 

of the differences.) 

There are two variables which differentiated the L-NL groups which, 

however, were not significantly different in these groups when the ~s were 

unaware of the correct contiDgency. The failure to find a significant 

difference in Personality Faotor E--conforming vs. independent--was that 

both groups, U-L and U-NL achieved higher scores, toward the independent 

end of the scale. This was the tendency which was evident in the L and 

NL groups. 

For Personality Factor L--adaptable vs. opinionated--the mean 

scores for the U-L and U-NL groups are similar to the L and NL groups. A 

! score of 1.94 just failed to reach significance and in view of the 

smaller N in these groups it may be conjectured that a difference could 

exist on this characteristic. 

One additional variable which did not appear to differentiate the 

L and t-.TL groups was significant at the .01 level for the U-L and U-NL 

groups. On Personality Factor N--forthright, "artless, natural" vs. 

shrewd, calculating. penetrating--each group moved toward the end of the 

scale according to the tendency indicated for the N and NL groups in 

Table 7, page 31. The U-L group was revealed to be more forthright and 

"artless!1 and the U-NL group more shrewd and penetrating. although the 

latter's mean score was still within the average range of Cattell's norms. 

The low score of the U-L group on this factor accounts for the difference. )'1 
,I 



TABLE 13 

DIFFERENCES BE'lWEEN UNAWARE GROUPS ACCORDING 
TO ATTITUDE TOWARD REDFORCB-iENT (U-L AND U-NL GROUPS) 

U-L U-NL 

Variable Mean SD Mean SD 'f-8core 

PF-A 9·33 3.38 1O.Z7 3·77 ·12 
PF .. B 9.83 1.61 9.41 1.45 .64 
PF-C 14.89 3.36 11·13 3.83 2.11* 
PF-E 8.22 3.54 10.61 3.83 1.~ 
PF-F 13.06 5 .. 40 14.33 3.93 .76 
PF-G 16.61 2.45 17·93 2.63 1.43 
PF-H 9.12 ;.09 16.21 4.8; 3.64*** 
PI-I 13.12 2.61 14.00 2.11 ·lE 
PF-L 1.33 2.19 5·33 2·93 1.94 
PF .. M 13.18 3.90 11·33 3.41 1.81 
PF-N 1.44 1·99 9.53 2.21 2·15** 
PF-o 1,5.28 4.16 8.60 4.04 4.2Oft* 
PF-Ql 8.61 2.;6 8.93 2.81 .33 
PF-Q2 10.;6 2.65 8.80 2.68 1.81 
PF...Q3 9.89 3.03 12·21 3.Z7 2.09* 
PF-Q4 14.28 2.61 11.80 3.87 2.0;* 
PRS-M 11.22 4.22 7·93 3.64 2.33* 
PRS-O 7.78 3.41 4.13 2.43 3·lt8ft 
PRS-p 11.61 ;.03 '7.20 3.90 2.79" 
PBS-Total 30.67 10.1; 19·27 1.99 3·50"* 
K 16.39 4.85 20.20 3.13 2.63** 
MAS 17·33 9.04 7.;3 4.63 3.89H* 
ATTN 11.33 1·92 11.80 2.2,5 .6:? 
Block 1 6.22 1.48 ;.40 1.67 1.44 
Block 2 1.45 2.72 6.00 2.83 1.44 
Block 3 7.06 2.86 6.33 2.60 .74 
Block 4 6.89 4.01 5·73 2·;9 .96 
Block 5 7.56 ;.17 5·93 3.06 1.09 
Total Bl. 35·17 13.81 29.40 10·33 1.33 

1,1 ,I, 

I: 

Significance: 
i!1 * .0; level 

** .01 level I ! ~ I ' 
" *** .001 level 
It ( 

I 



43 

TABLE 14 

DIFFERENCES ~ U-L AND U-NL SUJ3JECTS OB PmSONALITI TRAITS 

Description of Subjects 

Factor ~: U and liked reWorce. 

PF-C Av: emotional. maturity 

PI-R Below av: shy, restrained 

PF-B Av: fortbr1gh.t, "natural" 

PF-O Ab. ELV'; apprehensive, 
worrying 

PF-Q3 Av: casual, controlled 

PF-Q4 Av: tense, fretful 

PRS-M Av: motor tension 

PBB-O Av: object tension 

PRS-P Av: personal. inadequacy 

PBS-Tot. Av: anxiety 

MAS Av: anxiety 

K (MMPI) Av: defensiveness 

Signit1c8l1ce: 
* .OS level 
....... Ollevel 
*** .001 level 

§s: U aDd d2d mt.uke xe1n:f'orce. 

Ab.Av: errDtional maturity 

Ab.Av: venturesome, 8OC1ally 
bol4 

Av: shrewd, penetrating 

Below av: placid, selt-
assured 

Ab .Av: more controlled, 
soc1al.ly precise 

Relaxed, tranquil 

Less tension 

Less tension 

Less feeling of personal. 
inadequacy 

Less anxiety 

Less anx1ety 

Ab.Av: defensiveness 

T 

2.11* 

3.64 .... 

2.75** 

4.20*** 

2.09* 

2.05* 

2.33* 

3.48** 

2.79" 

3.50*** 

3.89*** 

2.63** 

" I 

til: 

I 
I 

rl 



Another important difference was revealed h1 further study of 

Personality Factor-H-sh1'vs. bold-which differentiated the L and Nt groups 

at the .05 l.evel. This factor differentiated the U-L and U-NL groups at the 

.001 l.ev81. The U-L group was below average on this factor, that is, more 

shy and the U-NL group, above average, that is, more bold and venturesome. 

Unawareness seemed to be the crucial factor in this difference. \vben the 

subjects were aware (A-L and A-Nt groups) no differences appeared in this 

factor (Mean (A-L)- 12.00, Mean (A-NL) :: 11.47; ! :: .25 n.s.). With atti-

tude held constant, NL-A and NL-U, a significant difference was also 

revealed (Mean (NL-A) :: 11.47 and. Mean (NL-U) :: 16.27; t :: 2.57, p< .05). -
The analysis of the intercorrelation data (Tabl.es 15 and 16) re-

vealed significant interactions between PF-G and other variables, a 

tendency noted earlier in the discussion of the A-U groups. The trend 

evident there was more explicit when the unaware group was analyzed accord-

ing to attitude. In the U-L Group, Factor G--expedient va. conscientious--

correlated negatively with PF-O (£ • -.55), PF-Q2 (,t := -.78), PRS-o 

(,t :: -.71) and FRS-Total (£ :: -.61); these were significant at the .01 

level. In the U-NL group, PF-G correlated positively with PF-o (£ = .34), 

Q2 (,t :: .29) and PRS-Total (,t :: .06), and negatively with PRS-O (£ := -.03). 

These £'s were significantly different from each other for the two groups. 
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A 
B 
C 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
L 
H 
N 
o 
Ql 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 

PRS-M 
PRS-O 
PRS-P 
PRS-To. 

K 
MAS 

A.1"fK 
B1 1 
Bl 2 
Bl 3 
Bl 4 
Bl 5 
Bl To. 

-< ~ U \iI1 ra. el l:tl H H 

-.14 -.28 .15 .07 .05 -.08 .25 -.15 
-.04 .24 037 .04 .07 .15 .08 

-.28 .00 .45 .14 -.19 -.01 
.45 -.52· .22 .13 .15 

.09 .54· .02a .00 
.24 .03 -.34 

-.38a -.43 
-.04 

a Difference between rls (for U-L and U-NL groups) 
b Difference between rls (for U-L and U-NL groups) 

r significantly different from zero at .05 level • 
r significantly different from zero at .01 level 

TABLE 15. INTERCORR.ELATIONS FOR ALL 

X 
rl 

Z 0 cY 

.09 .02 .27 .07 

.37 .04 .06 .00 
-.13 .11 -.51· -.41+a 
-.lOa -.28 .30 .00 

.02 .11 -.23 -.38 
-.32 .30 -.55&· -.38 
-.37a .35 -.661 -.32 

.36 .24 .22 -.11 

.14 -.18 .49· -.09 
.05 .26 .21 

-.31 -.45& 
.39 

significant at .05 level 
significant at .01 level 

C\J a 

-.03 
-.05 
-.601 

.50· 
-.O? 
-.78bl 
-.37 

.19 

.21 

.16 
-.26& 

.601 

.45 



Il 

R ALL i VARIABLEs FOR U-L GROUP (N = 18) 
. 

0 
• x 0 Po. E-4 

0 
I I I I 

~ 
H (\J 1<\ ..:t" ll\ E-4 (\J 1<\ ..:t" &l ~ ~ &l ~ H H H H H H 

0" 0> 0> Po. Po. Po. Po. ~ < r:tl r:tl r:tl r:tl r:tl r:tl -.03 -.20 -.01 .09 -.04 .22 .13 .17 .31 .31 -.18 -.27 -.2l -.01 .13 -.07 -.05 -.38a -.07 .22 .10 .05 .14 -.30 .08 .13 -.33 -.43 -.23 -.29 -.19 -.33 -.601 .43 -.30 -.36 -.51· -.701 -.671 .43 -.57· -.10 -.02 .19 .46a .07 .17 .21 .50· -.13 -.02 .03 .19 .14 .14 -.15 .03 .02 .08 -.34 .05 .07 .03 -.02 -.07 -.09 -.04 .29 -.29 -.26& -.11 -.25 .08 -.28 .07 -.48· -.15 -.04 .12 -.09 -.78bl -.08 -.25 -.16 -.71a1 -.611 -.61s! .34 -.32 -.~5 .08 .23 ·~7 .15 .36 .26 -.37 .09 -.24 -.19 -.701 -.601 -.611 .34 -.45 -.29 .36 -.11 .23 .16 .20 .18 .19 -.48· -.04 -.12 '.12 .41 .19 -.16 .33 .10 -.02 .02 .02 .14 .32 .16 .21 .30 .25 .34 .49· .30 .45 -.681 .40 .28 -.06 -.35 -.29 -.33 -.32 -.35 .16 -.15 .38 .05 .48· .50· .43 -.36 .34 .36 -.20 -.11 -.10 -.06 -.12 -.13 -.26& -.25 -.09 -.13 -.54· .02 -.23 -.03 .18 -.06 .18 -.02 .02 .28 .44 .26 .601 -.17 .42 .16 .761 .771 .701 -.46 .611 .26 -.22 -.32 -.51b· -.30 -.37 -.42& .45 .11 .27 .23 .51bl .42 .50a· -.03 .20 .11 -.25 -.02 -.22 -.22 -.49· -.33 -.07 .33 .27 .711 .711 .701 -.38 .42 -.05 -.19 .02 -.16 .06 -.05 -.05 .07 -.05 .03 -.40 -.21 .20 -.39 -.23 .08 .17 .32 -.02 -.07 ·07 .09 .40 .45 .39 -.46 .41 -.10 -.08 -.13 -.28 -.08 -.10 -.15 .34 .32 .68! -.631 .641 -.14 -.41 -.42 -.56· -·33 -.29 -.45 .751 .841 -.52· .47· .21 -.30 -.06 -.32 -.28 -.48a· -.37 .881 -.591 .801 .?:7 -.27 -.16 -.49· -.12 -.22 -.28 -.731 .821 .14 -.41 -.?:7 -.591 -.29 -.39 -.45 -.771 -.05 .07 .42 .51· .21 .23 .34 .09 -.28 -·50a· -.73&1 -.28 -.25 -.46 
.06 -.08 .00 -.02 -.15 -.08 

.22 .48· .51· .33 .52· 
.691 .671 .51· .751 

.781 .671 .871 
.871 .961 

.901 



A 
B 
C 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
L 
M 
N 
o 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 

PRS-M 
PRS-O 
PRS-P 
PRS-To. 

K 
MAS 

ATTN 
B1 1 
B1 2 
B1 3 
B1 4 
B1 5 
B1 To. 

< r::CI 0 r&l 11. c.':J ::x:: H H 

-.27 .15 -.28 -.05 -.13 -.12 -.03 -.07 
.18 .59· -.21 .02 .34 -.27 -.20 

-.12 -.22 -.14 .32 .09 -.25 
.19 .08 .61· .32 -.38 

.14 .08 .68a! -.17 
.14 .18 -.29 

.52a· -.30 
-.42 

a Difference between r's (for U-L and U-NL groups) 
b Difference between r's (for U~L and U-NL groups) 

r significantly different from zero at .05 level • 
r significantly different from zero at .01 level 

TABLE 16. INTERCORRELATIONS FOR ALL 

X Z 0 
rl 
CY 

-.09 -.04 -.14 • 00 
.33 .45 .15 .19 

-.32 .02 -.661 .40a 
.69al .27 .06 .24 
.56· -.33 .11 .17 
.38 .49 .34a .11 
.51a· .15 -.20 .27 
.58· -.10 -.23 .21 

-.34 -.43 .32 -.60· 
.30 .31 • oJ. 

.02 .30a 
-.23 

significant at .05 level 
significant at .01 leye1 

C\J 
CY 

.11 

.31 
-.22 

.42 
-.04 

.29b 
-.14 
-.20 
-.03 
.34 
.56.-
.23 
.06 

i • 

-



,-

R ALL VARIABLES FOR U-NL GROUP (N • 15) 

• 
0 

• 
:c 0 Il. E-4 

0 
I I I I Z rl !'\J I'l'\ ..:T I.f\ E-4 ~ ~ ~ ~ til i:: 

!'\J I'l'\ ..:T 

~ rl rl ...-i ...-i ...-i ...-i 

0' CY CY Il. Il. Il. Il. ::.:: ...: IX! IX! IX! IX! IX! IX! .11 1_.38 -.52- -.11 -.10 -.12 -.14 .43 -.12 -.39 .18 .14 .12 .49 .18 ·27 
.31 .36a -.08 -.23 -.14 .03 -.14 -.22 -.06 .61- -.12 .17 -.04 .23 .18 .12 

-.22 .34 -.701 -.48 -.36 -.49 -.57- .41 -.41 -.11 .32 -.20 -.27a -.16 -.03 -.12 
.42 .22 .12 .12 .00 .13 .12 -.52· .08 .18 .05 .11 -.18 .05 .33 .10 

-.04 -.13 .29 .15 .23 .47a .37 -.34 .18 -.06 -.40 -.24 -.28 -.47 -.18 -.38 
.29b .30 -.16 .21 -.03a -.03 .06a -.02 -.04 ·37 -.06 .27 .33 .07 .10 .19 

-.14 i .04 -.06 -.12 -.13 -.32 -.25 -.14 -.33 -.01 .03 -.21 -.25 -.15 .03 -.15 
.20 -.22 .08 .35 -.05 .09 .19 -.27 .11 -.17 -.10 -.15 -.27 -.47 -.08 -.26 
.03 • -.13 .45 .01 .641 .24 .31 -.28 .26 -.10 -.03 -.28 .09 .00 -.02 -.07 
.34 -.03 .20 .42 .16 .29 .38 -.58· .19 .28 -.46 .01 -.10 -.09 .08 -.10 
.56&- .29 -.28 .28 -.32 -.25 -.09 .12 .01 .33 -.17 .14 -.01 .12 -.11 .00 
.23 -.09 .54· .42 .46 .58- .61- -.41 .47 .34 -.25 .40 .42b .37 .22 .33a 
.06 .33 -.25 -.16 -.40b -.11 -.26a .41 -.13 -.18 .13 -.08 -.46 -.21 -.26 -.25 .43 -.17 .31 .24 .22 .32 -.30 .34 .15 .03 .09 -.05 .22 .24 .18 -.34 -.16 -.03 -.20 -.19 .03 -.18 .33 .14 -.23 -.33 -.12 -.06 -.17 .37 .39 .48 .52· -.50 .43 .08 -.34 -.10 .00 -.23 -.22 -.21 .32 .41 .751 -.49 .721 -.02 -.20 .19 .08 -.08 .06 .04 .661 .771 -.68! .55· -.29 -.14 -.17 .00 -.21 .2& -.04 .87! -.67! .841 -.02 -.11 .26 .02 -.11 .31 .12 -.76! .901 -.11 -.19 .16 .04 -.15 .26 .06 -.63· -.15 .18 -.06 -.03 .19 -.39 -.06 -.05 .05 .26a -.02a -.09 .25 .12 

-.23 .23 .21 .25 -.05 .12 
.36 .10 .34 .54· ~53· 

.76! .69! .72! .911 
.651 .58· .80! 

.56· .82! 
.861 

r'" 



CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS 

Conditioning Data 

In accordance with expectations there was no significant difference 

in conditioning scores among the exper1.mental grouP. taken as a whole, and 

the two control groups. There are too maD1 factors recognized in the ex-

perimental situation. some of which were discussed in the Introduction and 

the Review of the Literature. to allow the experimenter to predict a dif-

ference based solely on patterned reinforcement. Early experimenters who 

found differences often did so by eliminating aware Ss or by preselecting SS - -
according to some differentiating characteristic such as anxiety. More will 

be said about this later. 

Regarding the control groups, an earlier studT (Babladelia, 1961) 

had discovered use of random reinforcement to be a better control than no 

reinforcement. With no reinforcement ,28 showed a gradual decrease in the 

critical response. In the present experiment this did not occur. The 

randomly-reinforced control group showed the same general trend as the 

experimental groups--a decline in response on the fourth block; whereas the 

non-reinforced control group continued to show an increase. 

The explanation for this may be that reinforcement of any kind 

tended to make the 2s used in this experiment self-conscious. These §.S are 

41 
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at a point in their religious formation where they are encouraged to avoid 

self-reference in their conversation as much as possible. The 2s in the 

randomly-reinforced control group may have avoided using the first person 

pronoun simply because the reinforcement drew attention to them even though 

the first person pronouns 'Were not specifically reinforced. In the non-

reinforced group no attention was directed to the use of the pronouns. 

Contrary to predictions the variable of awareness did not yield 

significant differences in conditioning behavior for Sa who were aware -
(N == 2:1> and Ss who "'<ere unaware (N z: 33) according to the interview -
schedule. Being aware of the correct contingency alone is no guarantee that 

the §. will aot on this information. Some §.S revealed during the interview 

that they "testedlt the experimenter to determine whether or not they had 

correctly interpreted the response contingency and having satisfied them-

selves that they had. they returned to what they considered a random use of 

all the pronouns. They saw no reason to emit the "correct" pronoun pri-

marily because they did not know what such conformity would reveal about 

themselves. For some of the 28 use of 1lI" and "We" was suggestive of ego-

centricity and they decided to avoid overusing these ~ronouns. 

In spite of this deoision by the aware §.s, however. attitude was an 

influential factor in their behavior. If they liked the reinforoement and 

found it pleasant, they increased the 'lse of the critical response. This 

was borne out by the significant results in conditioning between the A-L 

and A-Nt groups. 

It was rather surprising. however, to find significant results in 

conditioning data solely on the basis of attitude--L and NL groups. Even 
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though the ,Js were unaware of the oorrect contingency they increased the -
nwaber of uI" and ftiJett pronouns it they found the reinforcement pleasant. 

This was the unntistakable trend in the U-L and U-NL groups even though the 

results did not reach statistical significance. j}erhaps if as liked the 

reinforcement and felt more at ease in the experl..lluantal situation because of 

this, they 'f.t!4Y have turned more readily to a use of first :person stateutents. 

'rhis. therefore, could be an artifact of the experimental situation, i.e. 

UN of Itllt and It Weft evoking this personal response, were :1.t DOt for the fact 

that the a'Wal"e §,S who deoided not to use the critioal pronouns. in spite of 

this decision, increased their responses it they l:lk:ed the reinforcement. 

It is, therefore. possible to suggest that a positive attitude toward rein-

foreement in an experimental situation such as this is influential in 

conditioning. 

Personality Characteristics 

Because of the reaul ta of the condi tion1.ag process, the differenoes 

in pcJrao1'llllity characteriatic. between the var10ws groups proved to be 

hishly provocatiye but extremely complex. 

The facwr of anxiety figured prominently in aU subgroup. diVided 

according to attitude toward reinforcement: L-NL4 ,\-1-A-1'>4'L4 U-L-U ... NL. 

Sven though there were no such differences in mean acores for anxiety for 

the A-U group, there were indications from the interoorrelations of this 

factor with others that 1t differentiated the two groups. 

lb. anxiety acor.s of the A group (low average for both A and U 

groups) correlated negatively (significant at .05 or .01 leve18) with 



Factor G--conscientious and rule-bound. No such significant correlations 

were found in the U group. Since PF-G is the only factor which differ­

entiated these two groups, it would be unwise to place too much emphasis 

upon it but in conjunction with the differences in anxiety noted between 
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the other subgroups the intercorrelational differences in the A-U groups may 

serve as confirmation of the complex role of anxiety in this experimental 

situation. 

In the groups in which differences in anxiety played a major role-­

L-NL, A-L--A-!-."L; and U-L--U-NL--some explanation may be attempted. Low 

anxiety was associated with the groups which did not like the reinforcement, 

regardless of whether they were aware or not. An average amount of anxiety 

characterized the groups which lilzt:ld the reinforcement. In previous experi­

ments it had been hypothesized that anxiety was characteristic of those who 

condition. As noted in the review of the literature this has been as often 

not corroborated as corroborated. An explanation for these confiioting 

findings might be found in the evidence from this experiment that the &s who 

conditioned had average scores on anxiety, not high scores. If the previous 

investigators dichotomized their groups into low and high anxious §s, per­

haps the latter did not condition .'beoause of high anxiety. If the experi­

menter adopted the procedure of correlating conditioning scores with anxiety 

soores which were normally distributed, the high anxiety scores may also 

have disturbed whatever oorrelation trends may have existed in the low and 

medium ranges. 

Another avenue of exploration to explain the finding that low 

anxious ~s did not like the reinforoement and did not condition might be to 
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these were negatively related to conditioning would support the fjndings of 

Gelfand (1962) and Vestre (1962) and also the work of !tIarlowe (1963) and 

Crowne and Strickland (1961) who investigated need for approval. 

The fact that other investigators found conflicting evidence when 

investigating isolated variables and the fact that in the present experiment 

several personality characteristics and complex interactions differentiated 

conditionable groups may indicate that in investigating attitude and the 

intricate relationship of personality variables which correspond to it we 

may learn a great deal about the effect of verbal reinforcements in a 

conditioning situation. 





REFERENCES 

Babladelis, Georgiaa PerSOnality and verbal conditioning effects. 
J. abnom .. soc .. Psychol .. ., 1961, ~~ 41-43". 

Cairns, RoO B .. and Lewis. t-t. Dependency and the reinforcement value of a 
verbal stimulus.. J .. consult .. PSlchol$l 1962. ~t 1-8 .. 

Cattell, R .. B. and .61>er. H. W. Handbook for the sixteen p!rsonalitl factor 
questionnaire. Champaign. Ill.& Institute for personality and ability 
testing. 1964. 

Cohen, B. D., Kalish, H. I., Thurston, J. H., and Cohen. E. Experimental 
manipulation of verbal behavior. J .. exp. Psychol., 1954, !±Z. 106-110. 

Crowe, D. P. and Strickland, Bonnie R. The conditiOning of verbal behavior 
as a !unction of the need for social approval. J. abnom. soc. Psycho1 •• 
1961, .22, 395-401. 

Dulaney, D. E. Hypotheses and habits in verbal operant conditioning. 
J. abnom. soc. Psychol., 1961. 22. 251-263. 

Edwards, A. L. statistical methods for the behavioral sciences. New Yorks 
Rinehart and Co., Inc., 1954. 

Ekman. P., Krasner. L., and Ullmann, L. Interaction of set and awareness as 
determinants of response to verbal conditioning. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 
1963. 22. 387-389. 

Epstein, R. Need for approval and the conditioning of verbal hostility in 
asthmatic children. J. abnorm. soc. Psych01., 1964, .22. 105-109. 

Eriksen, C. VI. (Ed) 
Interpretation. Durham, N. C.: 

of research and 
2. 

~riksen. C. W., Kuethe, J. W., and Sullivan, D. Some personality correlates 
of learning without verbal awareness. J. Pers., 1958, ~, 2l6-228. 

Eysenck, H. J. Personality and verbal conditioning. Psychol. Rep •• 1959, 
2, 570. 

54 



Farber, I. E. The things people say to themselves. Amer. PsycholotP:et, 
1963. ~, 185-197. 

55 

Gelfand, Donna M. The innuence of self-esteem on rate of verbal condition­
ing and social matching behavior. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1962. 22. 
259-265. 

Greenapoon. J. The reinforcement effect of two spoken sounds on the fre­
quency of two responses. Amer. J. Psychol., 1955. ~. 409-416. 

Greenspoon, J. Verbal conditioning and clinical psychology. In 
A. J. Bachrach, (Ed). Exp!rimental foundations of clinical psychologz. New 
York: BasiC Books, 1962. 

Haas, K. Verbal conditioning of affective responses. J. gen. Psychol. 
1962, .2Z, 319-322. 

Hathaway, S. R. and McKinley, J. C. Nanual for the MMPI. New York: 
Psychological Corporation, 1951. 

Hetrick, W. R. and Haas, K. Some personality correlates of verbal 
conditioning. J. Psychol •• 1962, 2,Z. 409 ... 415. 

Kimble, G. Classical conditioning and the problem of awareness. In 
C. W. Eriksen, (Ed.). Behavior and Awareness. Duke University Press, 1962. 

Kirman, W. J. The relationship between learning, with and without awareness, 
to personality needs. Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Columbia University, 
1958. 

Krasner, L. Studies of the conditioning of verbal behavior. Psychol. 
~., 1958, 1:,2. 148...171. 

Krasner, L •• Ullmann, L. P., Weiss, R. L., and Collins, Beverly J. 
Responsivity to verbal conditioning as a function of three different 
examiners. J. clin. Psychol., 1961, llt 411-415. 

Krasner, L. and Ullmann, L. Variables affecting report of awareness in 
verbal conditioning. J. Psychol., 1963, .2.2. 193-202. 

LeVin, S. ~1. Effects of awareness in verbal conditioning. J. exp. 
Psychol., 1961, £!, 67-76. 

Marlowe, D. Need for social approval and the operant conditioning of 
meaningful verbal behavior. J. consult. IJsychol., 1962, ~, 79-83. 

Matarazzo, J. D., Saslow, G., and Pareis, E. N. Verbal conditioning of two 
response classes: Some methodical considerations. J. aboom. soc. 
Psychol •• 1960, £!, 190-206. 



NcDonnell, Carol R., and Inglis, J. Verbal conditioning and personality. 
Psychol. Rep., 1962, !Q, 374. 

Rogers, J. M. Operant conditioning in a quasi-therapy condition. 
J. abnorm. soc. IJsychol., 1960, §,Q, 247-252. 

Salzinger, K. Experimental manipulation of verbal behavior: A review. 
J. gen. Psychol., 1959, ~, 65-94. 

56 

Sapolsky, A. Effect of interpersonal relationships upon verbal condition­
ing. J. abno~. soc. Psychol., 1960, §g, 241-246. 

Sarason, I. G. Interrelationships among individual difference variables, 
behavior in psychotherapy, and verbal conditioning. J. abnorm. soc. 
Psychol., 1958, 22, 339-344. 

Sarason, I. G. and Minard, J. Interrelationships among subject, 
experimenter, and situational variables. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1963, 
,2Z, 87-91. 

Skinner, B. F. Verbal behavior. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 
1957. 

Slechta, Joan, Gwynn, W_, and Peoples, C. Verbal conditioning of 
schizophreniCS and normals in a situation resembling psychotherapy_ 
J. consult. Psychol., 1963, 5l., 223-227. 

Spielberger, C. D. l~e role of awareness in verbal conditioning. 
J. Pers., 1962, jQs, 73-101. 

Spielberger, C. D., Berger, A., and Howard, Kay. ConditiOning of verbal 
behavior as a function of awareness, need for social approval, and 
motivation to receive reinforcement. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1963, 2Z, 
241-245. 

Spielberger, C. D. and DeNike, L. D. Operant conditioning of plural nouns: 
A failure to replicate the Greenspoon effect. Psycho1. Rep., 1962, l!, 
355-366. 

Spielberger, C. D., Levin, S., and Shepard, Mary. The effects of 
awareness and attitude toward the reinforcement on the operant conditioning 
of verbal behavior. J. Pers., 1962, 2Q, 106-121. 

Taffel, C. Anxiety and the conditioning of verbal behavior. J. abnorm. 
soc. Psychol., 1955, ~, 496-501. 

Taylor, Janet A. A personality scale of manifest anxiety. J. abnorm. soc. 
Psychol., 1953, ~, 285-290. 



Vestre, N. Relationship between verbal conditionability and the Edwards 
Personal Preference Schedule. J. clin. Psychol., 1962, 1&, 513-515. 

Walker" R. 2,;. and Nicolay, H. C. A Reexamination of anxiety: The 
Nicolay-Walker personal reaction ochedule. Loyola University, Chicago: 
Unpublished manuscript, 1963. 

Wechsler, D. The measurement and appraisal of adult intelligence. 
Bal timore: Williams and Wilkins, 1958. 

Weinstein, W. K. and Lawson, R. The effect of experimentally-induced 
awareness upon performance in free-operant verbal conditioning and on 
subsequent tests of awareness. J. Psycho1., 1963, ~, 203-211. 

Williams, Juanita H. Conditioning of verbalization: A reView. Psycho1. 
Bull., 1964. 62, 383-393. - -
Winfree. P. and Meyer, M. Sociability and the conditioning of pronouns 
ttI" and ltWe." Psycho1. Rep., 1963. !i, 781-782. 

57 



Experimental Sch9dule Name I 
'___.._.. d 

6_ ........ ~-., 

1. voted SliYITH S1" :inspected Ir\~SYH 
2~ read ITWYHS 52. closed SYRTIW 
.3.. achle'ftJd HIWTSY 5.3. joined WIYTHS 
4. forgaTe HTWSIY 54. consoled WIlHST 
5. hinted TYHWIS SSe consulted YWHSTI 
6. reoaim IYHWST 56. cooperated HISTIW 
7. deanded ITSHIW S7. decided SB'lIW"Y 
8.. d1ac8rded WITSHY SS. gave TSIWYB 
9. agreed IWITSH S9. looked HliTSTI 

10. sang THSIWY 60.expl.ored TSHYWJ.. 
!Jo-

11. rode SIW'l'XH 61. lost W"SY'l'H! ~ 
12" said 'lWYIHS 62 .. &toed YSWHIT ~ 
1)., spoke HSTIWY 6). sent YHW51'1 !;;I 
14. talked STIWYH 64. entered WYSITH 
IS. washed TIWYHS 6S.. ot.tered STtiSTI H 

16. quit THYSIW 66. persuaded TIYSHW 
17. painted YWIHST 67. quoted . IHSYW1 
18. pulled SRYTIW 68. raised WSTRYl 
19. planted HYWS'1'I 69. von IWHTSI 
20. played TSHIWY 70.. presented HWIYST 

210 pOUl"ed ISHTWY 71. tumed STTHIW 
22. predicted wrSITH 72. V&'I1ed TIHSWY 
23. a1ted STHI1II 73. approached IJBSTii 
24. shoved TISWYH 14 .. loved WHSTlY 
2S. new IYSWHT 15. sated HIWIl'S 
26. followed WHTYSI 76.81'J81I'ered SHYWI'1' 
27. forgot YS!lITW 77. pointed YIWHST 
280 recognised WHSYTI 78 •. ____ I H Y W' I S 
29) ~ool"ed YSTHI\I 19N served HS'Y'!l'(;i V\ 

co 
;;iJ;:::.dE Y'l'HISU 80. noticed HSIYW'l" 

31~ used HISWTY 81" stopped HTYSWI 
32.. lTJi."'tOO SirlTYIH 82. listened SIHTYW ~ 

33. built TYIHWS 8). wondered TWSIHY 
.34. occupied lTSWYH 84. reached YTISHW 
.35. ordered WITYHS 8S. jumped YWH151' 
.36. tabulated IWSTYH 86. slept SHTYlW 
37. taught WYTIHS 87 .. liked TSIRW! 
38. replied TRIllST 8S. knocked BYSWTI 
39. trusted HSWYTI 89. located lHWSYT 
40. preaened SYVH'!'1 90 .. threw YSTIWH 

lsl. avoke YITWHS 91. clillbed HTIWYS 
42. descended IWTYHS 92. thOVCht SIWIB1' 
43. wrote TYBSIW ·93 ,,·valIced· . ." VIHSTI 
44. drank IYTWSH 94 .. ran IWYHST 
4S. am1l.ed WillITS 9,. laugbed THSTl., 
h6. repeated HTISWY 96. say TWIHSl 
47. ate ISTWYH 97. heard IllSTWY 
b8. caught WTIYHS 980 felt· WSTIYH 
49 .. gu:1ded SIITWH 99. believed YTIWH5 so. hunted TWSIYH 100. vorlcecl SW:YHTI 

·Operant Bate 
'--.. ..... "c ... 

Condit1CiJ1q ... 
~,~ 

"---- ----,--



Inter'liew Schedule 

1" Did you unually give the first sentence which came to your mind? 
2. HCt7 did y~J, go ab:'\ut. deciding which of the words to use? 
< Did :;"(JtJ. thi,"lk you were using sana or the words more often tb.'ln othsro'i' 

Which W'Ol-ds? 
----.. ... -~-

Wby? -- -·A 

· h" ~..at did Y"Otl think the purpose ot this vas? 
5" WhUe going through the cards did you think that ;you were supposed to I8ke 

up your sentences in any parlieular '&181'? _ 

6> Did ~ou get the :reeling that you vere supposed to cltange the -1' 1D which ,-au 
made up your sentences? HaN'? _____ ~ __ 

'/,. 
(It subject mentions E's saying f1 __ hlI1m~ 7-9 are ]lOt. rudred .• ) 

70 WeN you a.moe of ~hing about me? (If' yeB JI 8 nat. asked) 
----------------- , I.L \iere you aware th.at I said ~bing? (Control ends here) 

;OJ 

10. 

11. 

l~~. 

Actually I did occasionally say "mm bmm. 9t l'h1nldng back now to when ,![O'!.l 'M'el:'e 

going through the cnl."<.is ~ do you remember Dty saying "mm bmm"? _ ... _ ~ _____ ~ 
Wr.at cUd rt!y saying "llml hmm" mean to you? _ .. ________ _ 

Dld you try to figure out what made me say "DID. hmm" or wlv' or when I was saying 
r.mm lu"mlln? (It S sqa no, question lh .tolle ... ) 
How bard would 70U .. tbilt you tnedto t1gure' out what was JD&k1D& me say 
"mitt hmm": YeJ7 hardJ fairl,. bardJ not hard at aUo 
What ideu did you hI,lve about what vas aaldng me say It. lmn. n 

Would 10\1 say that yauvanted 118 to aq "IIi 111m" VW7~1 ;' •• ,. ,'H 

me .,. or another. _~~1~L ... ...;.; _ . ; :":c~" ..' 'H:;:,i1)'i:cc~~'~,,~~ 

~ihl1s go:ing t;llx''c101.gh the c8.l"ds d:t.d you th:tnk that my sa;r.J..ng t~mm r-ill'11l.1l had ,3J;~ri,:,h:~:r::~ 
to do u1th too 'Words that you ch03e to begin your ~entences? __ ~~ ________ '_'~M""~~ 

What? 

16 ~ Did you e-,er 1"..t:tve the idea that I vas saying "1IIIl luau" atter sentences beginning 
w:tth I or WE? 

(I1: S 'f'erbalizes a correct contingency at any til1le dur1Dg th~ interv1ev" 
the ahowe schedule is discontinued and the tolloriDg questi0D.8 are asked. ) 

a. Is that scmaeth1ng that you were actual17 aware or while gcxiDc th'rcQgh the cards 
or is it acaething you thought of just nOll? ______ _ 

b. Do 70U ~ when, vhUe going through the cards, that idea. occurred to you? ____ _ 

c. Did the 1'act that :you realized this haft aJJ:3 eUect on the va:y in which you. 
made up your sentences? In other v~, did 70U try and make up your sentences in that \18.7 becatUJe I was 8~ "aD .... "1 ___________ _ 

·.,.,_d~': 

~ 
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AFP;~NDrx III 

BIPOJ.AR Dl!:SCRIPTIONS OF SCUftCE TWlITS FOR CATTELL'S 16 FmsuNALITY FACToR 
QUESTIONNAIRE - FACTC',RS Ii. TfffiCOOH Q4 

High Score Low Score 

Factor A., Cycl.otb.ymia, (Warm, Sociable) Soh1sothym1a. (Aloof', Stiff) 
Good Natured, Easy Going Aggressive, Grasping, Critical 
ReadY' to Cooperate Obstructive 
Attentive to People Cool, Alool 
Soft-Hearted. Kindly- Hard. Preci.e 
'l'rustful Suspicious 
Adaptable Rigid 
Warm Hearted Cold 

Factor B: Intelligence Mental Delect 
Conscientious Of Lower Morale 
Persevering Quitting 

Factor Ct Emotional Stability or Ego Dissatisfied Emotionality 
Strength 

Emotionally Mature Laoking in Frustration 
Tolerance 

Emotionally Stable Changeable (in attitudes) 
Calm, Phlegmatic Sbowi.Dg General Emotionality 
Realistic about Lite Eva8in (on awkward issuee and 

in facing personal deoisions) 
Absenoe of Neurotic Fatigue Neurotically Fat1gued 
flacic.i Worryi. 

Factor .&i: Dominanoe or A&oendanoe Suta1saion 
Imeperxlent Minded Dependent 
Hard, Stern Kindly, Soft-Hearted 
Solemn ExpressiYe 
Unconventional Conventional 

Faotor fl t SurgeDOY neeurgencT 
Enthusiastic, Happy-go-lucky Gl_" Sober, Serioue 
Talkative SUent, IntroAlpective 
Cheerful Depressed 
.:ierene Concerned, Brood inc 
Quick and Alert Languid, Slow 



Factor G t Character or Super-Ego 
Strength 

Persevering, Determined 
Responsible 
Consistently Ordered 

Factor H: Parmia 
Adventurous, Likes ~leeting 

People 
Acti ... e, Overt Interest in 

Opposite Sex 
Reaponsive, GeDial 
Friendly 
Caretree 

Factor It Prell8ia 
Demanding, Impatient, 
Subjective 

Deperdent, Seeking Help 

Acts on Sensitive Intuition 

Attention-Seeking 

Factor 1: Protension 
Jealous 
SeU-sufficient 
Suspicious 
Wi tbdrawn, Brood ing 
Tyrannical 

Factor HI Aut1a 
Unconventional, Self-absorbed 

Frivolous, Immature in 
Practical Judgment 

Interested in Art, Theory, 
Basic Beliets 

Imaginative, Creative 

Factor N: Shrewdness 
Sophistica ted, Polisbed 
Socially Alert 
Exact, cal.cula ting Mind 
Insightful ftegarding Self 
Insigbtful Regarding Others 
Ambitious, Possibly Inseoure 

Lack ot Rigid Internal 
Standards 

Quitting, Fickle 
Frivolous 
Relaxed, Indolent 

'fhrect1a 
Shy, Withdrawn 

Retiring in Face of Opposite 
Sex 

Aloof, Cold, SeU-Gontained 
Apt to Be Embt ttared 
Careful, Considerate 

Rania 
Realistic, ~ects Little 

Self-reliant, Taking 
nesponsibUity 

Acts on Fractical, Logical 
&Y1dence 

Self Sufficient 

Relaxed Security 
Accepting 
Ciutgoing 
Trustful 
Open, Lieady to Take a Chance 
Umerstaming am Permissive 

Praxernia 
Conventional, Alert to 
Practical Needs 

Soun:i, Realistic, Dependable, 
Practical Judgment 

lnterests Narrowed to 
Imediate Issues 

No Spontaneous Creativity 

Naivete 
Simple, Unpretentious 
Socially ClWJlSY and It Na tural" 
Vague am Sentillen'tal Mim 
Lacking Self-Insight 
Unsld.lled in Analyzing Motives 
Ciontent with 1"1hat Cames 



I 

Factor 0: Gull t Proneness 
Worrying" Anxious 
Depres8ed 
Sensitive, Tender" Easily 
Upset 

Strong Sense of Duty 

Factor Ql: Radicalism 

Factor Q2t Self-Sufficiency 

Factor Q3= High Sel.f-Sentiment Formation 
Controlled, ExactlngW1l1 Power 

Factor Q41 High Erglc Tension 
Tense, Excitable 

COnfldent Adequ.07 
Self' -C Onf'Uent 
Cheerhl, a •• Ulent 
Tough, Placld 

E:xped ient 
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Conaer1"at1aa of T..,.rament 

Group DepenSenq 

Poor Selt-Senttment Formation 
Uncontrolled, Lax 

Low Erglc TenaloD 
Phlegmatic, C<mIpGaed 



63 

PERSONAL REACTION SCHEDULE 

Anxiety Type M (Motor Tension) 

Type M anxiety is characterized by concern with external achievements 
coupled with physical tension l.hich acta a8 a detense against teelings 
ot inadequacy_ When frustration occurs, energy is channeled 
somatically instead ot psychically_ Type M anxiety results in hyper­
activity, physical a r:d mental restlessness, or j1l1l1pines8. 

Anxiety Type a (Object) 

Type 0 anxiety is characterized by concern that external demands and 
perceived expectancies may be over-whelming and one may suffer harm. 
It represents a projection or rationalization ot one's possible 
personal inadequaoy. It results in a magnification of personal 
problema out ot proportion to objective reality. The emphasis here 
1s on the external as a source ot uncertainty or unrest. 

Anxiety Type P (Personal Inadequacy) 

Type P anxiety is characterized by concern that one may not be capable 
of meeting the d1fficul ties of l1te. The person himself feels 
inadequate and the inadequaoy 11es within himself. There is a certain 
helplessness and self-eftluation which may give rise to guUt feelings. 
The tocus of the uncertainty 1s on one's own inadequaa,y. 
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