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INTRODUCTICN



INTRODUCTION

The prupose of this study was to investigate the
perceptual defense hypothesis and the galvanic skin response
(GSR) in a perceptual defense situation. The GSR was chosen
primerily for four reasens: () it has beeri shown Lo be ree
lated to emotional behavier, (b) it is readily available for
study, (g) it is an involuntery reaction, and (d) it may be
essily quantified. The stimuli were words which had been
assessed for affective value to the § and whick were
tachlstoseopically presented at subliminal speeds, The §
chose from a list the word he believed to hsve beara presented,

The term perceptusl defense (an unconscious, f.e.,
non~verbalizable, mechanism of resistance to recognition of
threatening stimuli) was introduced by Postman, Bruner, and
HeGinnies {16) as & m?@epﬁm‘a& garﬁ;ne@ie to sceount for
variations in the recognition thresholds for tachistoscopie
Study
of Values, they found that an §'s recognition thresholds

celly presented value words, Using the AliperteVernon

were inversely related to his seeres in the different value
areas of the tests Ss who scored high in an area had low
tachistoscoplec recognition thresholds for words representw
ing this ares. On the other hard Ss who scored low in an

arga of the test had high tachistoscopic recognition



thresholds for words representing this area. The $'s re-
actions to the words were influenced even though the words
were presented for a length of time which was too short
for verbal discrimination. The concept was meant %o be de-
scriptive of a process which seemed to Postman gt al to be
an m&@saieus motivational defense ‘meﬁéaim which heighten=
ed the individusl's recognition threshold to threatening
stimuli. o

| X’ﬁ';e_@ems clear that Postman b al mfve drawing upon
the aeﬁcepﬁ of *i@effens‘e mechanisms® as conventionally used
in the areas of personality development and psychopatholegy.
ﬁ)ne .iatarpre‘m@ioa of their findings is that a pax;san*‘s paz»-
ceptual arm.remm% i determined in part by needs, wishes,
ete.; that may be operative at the time faf p&reepbiém A
p&ex?é-@n may adjust to stimulus conditions by a denial of the
existance of the stimulus situetion. This defensive process
may not ba evoked on the @aﬁwi@u& yle\fe;l, but may represent
an unconsclous moﬁi&ai;ﬁ.eml mechanism.

In order to understand ﬁai& perceptual possibility

and some of its implicationms, it is necessary to consider
briefly ‘%he role of defense mechsnisms in personslity theory.
G@lem&n (6) states that defense mechanisms i-emi to disguise
or hide painful facts or unpleasant situations frem

¢onsciousness. They are leamed ways of avoiding anxiety



thet apises from certain speeified sources which are threaten-
ing to the individuslls self-esteem. Aanxiety, as defined by
Sappenfield (18) is “any motivational exeitation or tension
that oecurs without conselous representation of a gratifying
instrumental set, and without conscious eethexis of &
gratifying object." An implicit sssumption underlying the
ii;e@riaa of defense mehanim' hmwema the ability of the
humen orgsnism to detect the presence of threatening stimuli
at the uncenseious level. This uncensclious detection of
‘threatening stimnli seems necessary if defensive responses
&re to serve their hypothesized role of preventing the spread
of anxiety to more conscious levels of awareness, Thus,
if we cen demonstrate the operation of defense mechanisms
in perceptual recognition behavior; it becames possible to
use perceptual behavior && & means of bringing the general
elass of defense mechanisme under experimental cbservation.
Before the perceptual defense hypothesis can be adeguate~
ly tested, there are, according to ¥riksen {8); eertaln ‘
methodological requirements that the experiment must satify.
It is necessary to show (a) that the stimuli bo be perceived
are anxiety provoking for the particular subject and {b) that
the § has leerned to handle the enxiely created by the
- stimull by avoidance behaviors The observations under which
the perceptual defense hypothesis was formulated explain

these requirements. For exemple; Postman gt al (16)



observed that value orlentation contributed to the none
recognition of percepts which were not congruent with the
§'s values, Convéersely, if the stimulus objeects were conw
gruent with the 3's valne. orientation, _pereeptual sensitizate
ien, the reciprocal of perceptual defense; oceurred. That
is, depending on the stimulus, either perceptual defense or
perceptual facilitation ean ocour. That perceptual defense
ie dependent upon the nature of the stimulus object and a
predisposition to avoldance resctions has been experimentally
‘verified by Blum (1) who states, "apparently the § makes an .
unconsclous visual diserimination which somshow cues off an
aveoidance reaetion., The threstening stimulus must actually
be provided by the enviromment in order for this defensive
response to be instigated. With respsct to antecedent
corditions, we now know that it takes & combination of con~
‘fliet in an area plus a piiédisma%im, to repress that con~
flict te produce the avoldance. GConilict alene has no dis-
cernible offect.® The assumptions arve made by Blum (1) that
smxietyw-relavant stimuli will a&iv%e & conflict and that
the necessity to verbalize the conflict area will elieit
ayoidence behavior.

A study by MeGinnles (13) mey be eriticized for de-
ficlency in design with respect to the sbove requirements.
Socislly teboo words such 26 penis, whore, kotex, ete., were
exposed tachistoscopieally together with socisally more



acceptable words such as glsss, gloep, ghove, ete, McGimnies!

Ss reacted with GOR's of significantly greater magnitudes
during the prerecogunition presentations of critical words
than they did before recognizing the neutral words. HeGinnies
offers his findings ss evidence for a perceptual defense
goncept. However, considering the eriteria as stated above,
his experiment has a mumber of methodologiesl pitfalls. As
Howes and Solemon (%) have pointed out, the interpretation
of the study is confused because of the possibility that the
$s may have deliberately delsyed their reports due to embarraw
ssment of incorrectly reporting the stimulus words. In
other words, MeGimies! Ss may have been able to recognize
the words when the GSR appesred but have avolded deing so
beceuse of the experimental situation. According to Friksen
(8) there is a more fundemental eritieiem of MeGinnies!

work. The methodology and logic of the procedure are such
that the methed as a whole ie,in@apablé of testing the
peroeptual defense hypothesis. The implieit assumpbion that
the taboo stimulus words chosen were anxiety-arousing for all
or even a majority of the 3s was extremely gratuitous. It

is questlonable whether MeGinnles' ¢ritical stimuli aroused
anxiety or suppression. In this ccmegtﬁ;cn, a study by
Whittaker, Uilehrist, and Fisher (22) gives supporting
avidence to the criticisms of Eriksen, Howes and Solemon.

But even 1f the assumption of anxiety were truey, MelGinnies



made no provision for individual differences among 8§ in temss
of how they handled the anxiety.

in the present study the atbtempt was made to avoid the
above mentioned experimental deficlencies. First, in order
to minimize the possibility of respense suppression, words
eonventionally considered secislly taboo were not used.
Second, a word~association test was used Lo determine the
affective nature of the stimuli for individual $s and to
indicate the presence of an avoidance r@aétian to certain of
these eritical stimmli.

Some elinieal evidence for the ad@quaﬁy‘af word-agssocla-
tion test for the detection of areas of suxlety comes from
Schafer (19). Behafer states that aﬁa@@iativé disturbances
will oceur when highly emotionally charged ideas are touched
upen by & stimulus word and that all words, but especially
traumatic words, mobilize a number of deepwlying affects or
ideas which then seek censclous representations If the idees
become represented in conseionsness, a response with a highly
personal, or even unique, significance is usually the result.
If 2 repressive reaction agsinet any such representation
ogeurs, the result is ususlly a long delay in reaction time,
complete blocking, or some other form of ¢lose reaction.
These reactions are indieations thet the stimuli have
successfully detectsd a sore spet. They do not directly

represent or express uneonscious ideas or deepelying affects;



rather they serve mersly as symptoms of the presente of
conflict,

That long reaction time is directly associated with
travmatic stimulus-words has been shown by Rapaport (17)
in a ¢linical e&&yariﬂ@ﬁ.?£ reaction times of normals,
neurotics, schizophrenics, end depressives to traumatie
stimulus-words. He also found that the greater the incidence
of delay on traumatic words, the greater the delay becomes
on nontraumatic words, however, the incidence on nontraumatic
words was never as greet as the incidence on traumatic words,
Hapaport states: éThe“simpiaat form of interference with the
reaction are those usually described as ‘repressive’,

tinhibition'; and thelr extreme, 'blocking', In mild cases
a delay in resction time, and in more severs ones no re-

action and/@? no reproduction in the Reproduction Test ave
the effects."”

Yeing a wagdwassaeiatien test Bruner and Postmsn {(5)
found that recognition thresholds were higher for words which
produced. association disturbances than words which did not
produce these disturbances. Eriksen (7) used aggrossive,
suceorent, and homosexual stimmlus-words in en asscclation
test and found that the amount of assoeiation disturbance of
these words was positively related to the 3's recognition
thresholds for seenes protraying aggraﬁaivu; suceorand, and

homosexual actbivity.



Having determined that wordwassoeiation technigues are
adeguate -vlinical and experimental tools to use in the
assessment of anxlety aress in the personality structure and
that long reaction times may be sssumed to reveal both an
anxiety aree and an aveidance reaction to the stimulus, the
problen of this study was formulated as follows: Poes the
individual exhibit behavior toward anxiety-srousing stimuli
which is characteristic of smobional disfurbance even though
overtly disturbed behavior is imhibited by repressive defense
meg&aniﬁms? In an amdety-relevant gibuation we may expest .
to find QSR reactions characteristic of emotional behavior
after the individual hes been successful in repressing re-
cognition of amciety proveking stimuli. Thet is, autonanic
reactions may have a lower threshold to anxiety provoking
stimull than those systems mediating consciousness. Huch
of the evidence to show the adequacy of the GSR as a capable
measure of emotional behavior has been summerized by
Sehlosberg (20),

Assuming percepbual filtering of visual stimuli does
oceur in enxiety-relevant situations, we would anticipate that,
in a tachistoscopic situation, the J would report cbservation
of neutral stimuli more Irequently than observation of eritical
stimuli. Further, we would expect greater G3R resistance
levels to be associated with critical stimuli than with

neutral stimuld, This expectation is in agreement with



Johnsen (10) who states that when a person is emotionally
sroused the maﬁ.aﬁaﬂm of the skin drops. In addition, we
can check Blum's (1) finding concerning 8¢ reactions to non
present stimuli. Using the Blacky Test, Blum assessed the
pictures for each _ﬁ for areas of confliet and repression.
Then, using only four pietures, he flashed these pletures
repeatedly at spectis too great for consoious recognition
vhile the Js attempted to name the pletures they saw, He
found that the gs did nobt svold nesming pictures vepresenting
confiict aveas for them if the confliot ploture named was
not one of those pmjwwd; that la, the 35 guesses appearcd
to be no different frow chance when the threatening stlmulus
was not one of those peojected. This ecan be checked in~
girectly in the present experiment by investigating those
trials on which the § is guessing, i.¢., generally those
trials on which he is incorrect. Our experiment differs
from Blum's, however, in the provislon of a list of cholces
words for the 3-rather than relying on the 3's memory of

the list,

Specifically stated, we hypothesize that (a) when
eritical and neubral stimulusewords ave presented tachisto-
sgopleally at gpeédﬁ too rapid for verbal ﬁisewimimtim; the
S will report a greater number of neutral stimmlusewords in
relation to eritical stimulus-words; (b) the § will show

greater autonomic reactivity, as measured by (SR resistsnce,



10

to critical than to neutral stimulus-words, and {g) when the
§ is guessing, he will show no systematic avoidance of
oritical words.



CHAPTER II
METHOB



HETHOD

bug, —= The projector, a Keystone Over-head Mirror

Projector, was located z1 feet from 2 50 inch by 50 inch white
watte screen. The reflectance coefficient of the surface was
<80, A econcentration apsa 34 x 16 inches was mrkaa on the
sereen with green paper tape one~half inch wide., The illuwni-
nation level at the screen was 032 foot-gandles with the
slide in place. The luminous level was 006 fwﬁ-élémberts.k
Iight intensity ond Quration of exposure were constant for
all 8s. § was seated 20 feet from the screen. Tachisto-
slides were made from yellow cellophane. Stimulus-words were
typed, upper case, elite, using carbon paper on both sides of
the cellophane, GSR's were recorded by the galvanomeler unit
of the Keeler Polygraph, Model 3020,

‘§ub,§ echo, == Sixteen Montana Stete University students
enrolled in introductory psychology classes during the
spring quarter served as 3s.

Procedure, «~ A word-association test was used to determine

anxiety provoking and nonanxiety proveking stimuii, The
master list of stimulusswords used in this study is presented
in Teble 1. s were individually given one administration of
the test after the following instructions were read to them.

1



iz

%1 am going to read you a series of words, one~byecne. I
want you to respond to each word with gne other word. It
makes no difference what your other word will be, but it
should be the very first word that comes into your mind
after you hear my word, I wanmt you to be Just as fast as
you. ean, because I will time you., When people take this test
they have a tendency not to hear some of the words: I wang
you to resist this tendency; I am not to repeat the words.
Here is the first word.® These instructions were adapted
from Rapaport (17}«

Sixteen stimulus-words were obtained for each § = five
eritical and eleven neutral words as determined by the
following reaction time criterion. Oritical stimuli were
defined a&s stimulus-words having & resction time at least
two times greater than the §'s modal reaction time for
the test, Neutral stimuli were defined as stimulus-words
having the shortest resction times of the one hundred words
comprising the word-assceiation test, except that me neutral
stimulus could have & resction time that exceeded the g'e
modal reaction time, Arbitrarily eievan instead of five
neutral stimulus-words were used in order teo provide the §
with a greater latitude of respense. The experiment was
conducted seven days after the assessment, of stimuld,

‘After the § had been seated, the following instructions
were read to him. "This is an experiment to determine how
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well you can mmmify words when they are shown to you at
very rapid speeds. This instrument (place hend slectrode
on §) will keep a record of ymw tempereture throughout the
experiment. It is a very delicate machine, and once the
experiment has begun, please refrain from all btut the most
Hecessary wovementa.

"Here is a listing of four words which will be flashed
in the marked pw%&eﬁ of the screen in front of you, No .
word shall be flashed more than once, dJust before & word is
shown I will say ‘Ready « » « . Wateh' and m'ne@iamly flssh
the word. After cach flash I want you to look at your list
and tell me the wéw& you saw. Rasember to keep movements at
a minimum. Have you any questions? . + o » ALl right, let us
begin (show § the four preslides),

How, here is another 1isvlag of sixieen words, We
shall follow the same procedure ag before except the words will
be exposed for a mueh shorter time. If you are not sure of a
woprd, look at your listing and meke the best possible guess,
No word shall be shown more then omce. Have you any
guestions? ¢ « » » ;&l right, let us begin,"

Following this, the galvanometer was equated with the 3 'y
basal resistance level. Four pretrials were given to each §
in order to aseustom him %o the apperatus and to further
familiarize him with experimental procedure, Pretrial stimuli
were "hoy", “rat®, “dog' and "est!, These stimuli were flashed



Yy

for a duratien of .5 second with a Iumincus level of .06 foot-
lamberts. In the test proper the § was given & listing of
sixteen stimulus-words arranged rendamly (5 eritical and 11
neytral). On trisl number 1 the stimulus-word was flashed

for a duration of .01 second, Ten seconds {approximste
lateney of the galvancmeter) after the initial sxmposure, the
axperimenter marked the kymograph record of the galvanometer
indicating the begimning of the $'s autonemic response to
stimulus~word number one. The § was instructed to report
whotever he ssw or thought he saw {using the word list pro-

vided him as a refersnce) on the exposure. This response

{word choice) was noted by the experimenter and was used in
snalysing the dats of the experiment. Thie procedure was .
ropeated for 10 trials with the five oritical words and

five neutval words presented in counterbalanced order,



Table 1
Word-Assoclation Test

2o Musie AR 22¢ Child 42, 4pple

3, white '23. Heavy 43y Trusk

he Shors AT 24, Groen 2;1;...‘.«.?2’5;36 |

5. reutt A7 '25. " Horse lﬁﬁg" Taxes
. 26, Alamm k6. Water
7. iough A 2. House 47, Teble
8. Sleep M ) 28. Crowd 48, Woman
9. Bagle ot 29. Laugh 49, Truck
1. Chair #T 30, Heppy 50, Vorld
il. Dance A7 31, lNever 51, Spend
12, Brave A # 32, Farty 52, Abuse
13, Dream #F 33, Hight 53, Plate
L4 Drink 3h. Right 54e Badge
15, Bread 35. Paper 55. Sleek
16, lLight 36, Nolse 56, Candy
17. Bible 37. Sorry 57. S8lime
18, Sheep 36, Round 58, Fancy
19. Frame 39+ Sweet 59s Birth
20, Ueecan 40¢  Trust &0: Glass



CHAPYER 1II
AESULTS AND DISCUBSION .



RESHLITS AND DISCUSSIMN

The number of critical and neutral stimali correctly
identified by each of the 14 3s is presented in Teble 2,
Inspection of the table shows that the differences between
the two groups of stimulusewords are not normally distributed
and that occasionslly the difference is geroj therefore a
nonparametric method of analysis was used., A sign test of the
differences (14) leads %o the rejection of the mull hypo=
thesis (F = 003} and gonfirms our hypothesis that 3s should
tend to recognize neutral stimuli bebter than critical
gbimuli,

In order to determine whether the differences between
the number of critical and neutral stimuli correctly identi-
fied weprs due to relative femiliarity with the words, the
frequenay of z%mga was found for each word from the general
recopd of ?hwm&im and lorge (21)s The difference between
average frequencies of usage of critical and neutral shtimuli
for all §s combined (52.888 and 68.438, respsctively) was not
found to be significant (§ = 1.89, B » «05). Upon m’aalysis of
the freguency of word usage for individual §s (Table 3), it
was found thet the difference between critical and neutral
sbimull wos eignificant at the 05 level for only two of

the 16 3s, however there was no relabtion between frequency of

17
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Table 2
Mumber of {ritical and Neutral Sbimuli
Correctly Identified

, Gr&twal  Neutral .
8 Stimull Stimuli Difference
Total 5 Total 5

£ &K E

i___,
leﬁa%ﬂ&w#a—&upwwwww
1
w

s
i&ﬂﬁ@ﬂ@PWMmaamem

ot
o

Total

a3
on
i &
o
5




Average Frequencies of Usage for Critical
and Neutral Stimulus-words

19

Table 3

Sl

Moan

t Value

Gritieal

Neutral

NN

B BB

15
16

37080
52,80
33.60
79,60
35080
65020
39020
57.00
36,00
75080
45,80
60,00
800
75,80
56,00
3140

o
46,20
68,40
84.00
80,00
77,40
68,90
6760
68.40
68.40
80.00
4980
68,00
68,00
71,80

64,60

1,538
o318
1,289
783
2,873 *
- 600
2,328 #
o8l
2.048
420
2.153
548
o177
387
+729
1m2

# Significant st the .05 level
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word usage and identification of c¢ritical stimuli for these
two subjects. We may cenclnde that the tendency towards
greater recognition of neutral stimull does not necessarily
depend on frequency of usage. ‘

The number of critical and neutral words lﬁcarre;tly
chosen are shown in Table 4. Corrected and wcpawéd: values
of the date shown in Table 4 are given in Table 5. The
ewr@tiem for chante suecess is made by recognizing that
an §, if guessing, will correctly iﬁfént.iﬁ*y some stimuliuse
wordss Therefore, the obseyved numheér of ¢ridical words
ineorrectly chosen should be inereased by 1/5 , and the
observed nunber of neutral words incorrectly shosen should
be increased by 1/1l. 1f the stimulus category makes ro
differenee, the corrected proportion of cribical responses
to & critical stimulus, .3043, should not be slgnificantly
different from the e:wrmm_pmmﬁimi of eritical responses
to a newtral stimulss, 2747, )

4 tetest shows that the difference bstween these
‘corrected propordions of critical responses is not signifi-
cant {{ =171, £ 9 .05), and we moy conciude that the
stimilus category makes no difference on incorrect trials.

Average GSR's to recognismed and nonrecognized eritical
and neutrsl stimuli are shown in Table 6, In cases dhere
the average GSR for & particular cabegory was gero, i»he.

average of the other vabegories was used, Table 7 presents
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Table 4
Number of Critical and Neubtral Words

Incorrectly Chosen

Total

temory ristosl  Mewtrsl

Critical ! k0 5

Neutral Ao 2k L

Total -2 A ‘B8




Table §
Oritieal and Neutral lé%eagcmae Words ,Imférreetly

@heseﬁ Gorrected for Chance Suceess

]

stimults ... Gritdeal | 7 0 Wewral
Gategory  Observed ' |[Expected ' CObserved '  IDxpected
Wo. Prop,’ No. Prop. '

Tot.

Eﬂ" ‘ ?P@P& v lﬁfh, Fmﬁd

Oritical 17.50 o30h3 17,97 3125 40.00 .6956  39.53 6874 57.50

Neutral 10,00 o2747 1138 3126 26040 7252  25:.02 .6873 36040

Tobal 27.50 2028 29.35 L3125 66.40 .TO7L  64.55 o687 93.90
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Table 6
Averege GSR's in Chms to Stimulusewords

Recosmiued '

o Critioel , Weutral

Ca1517.0 - 587 - 29167 - 162500
- 7.5 - 312.7 - 485,0 £ 325
A L3 4 3563 - 5935 - k20
- 2235 = 32,0 - 226.0 # 196.5
PR 0P TR P " 5006 £ 2.0
- 1327:5 - 1700.0 - 3970.0 # 1687.5
- 3.6 - 3 L= 200 - 2.0%
- 833.5 ~ 340.5 - 246.0 # 172.0
-. 250,0 - 1L$ . = 8heS - 563.0
46.0 - 2.8 5535 15640
W0.4% £ 1125.7 - 1506,0 6815
204.2¢ 4 240.0 15.8 388.3
233.9% # 155.3 £ 1 372.0
- 247.8 ~ 240.0 - 3596 - 3.7
- 1273.0 - 850,0 - 1662.0 - 1587.5
16 = 3k F 51L5 # 160 - 125.0

L]

A Y T T

3
1

'

e

]

B8

L3

o

Total - ?186\?3 - l‘}§3.7 - 12,558.8 -~ 782.9
ﬁfe&% - %?'ﬁ m . - 122 L lﬁé - ?8}&- ?25 - k@. %2’ ‘

#lo response in this categery, therefore average of other categories
was used.
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Table 7
Comparisens Between GSR's to Recognized and
' Honrecognized Stimulusewords

R Means -  Standard o
Coprteon e pifit o vae

RC ve, RN 327,038 170,099 1,922
RRC vs, KRN . ?3599% 152,900 - »49»313
W vs, NAN 730250 132,381 o553 .
RG vs. NBC 335,781 271,280 ;‘ig:ms
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mean differences and § valuss for GSR data. Analysis of
the difference between ree@gmizea eritical and neutral
stinuli shows the difference to be not significant (§ =
1,922, P §.1). The difference between nonrecognized
eritical and neutral stimuli was significant (4 = 4.813,
P &,01). There is some j&sﬁifi@étian for combining the
two categories of sritieal etinull and cembﬁn&ng_tha Lwo
categories of neutral sﬁ;muli since the differences be~
tween the combined categories ere not significant. The
difference betwesn combined eritical and sembined neutral
stimuli is significant (22 7.992, F €.,01). The signi~
ficance of these combined results offers suppord of our
' hypothesis that $s would have lower reaisbanaé associated
with eritical stimuli., The GSE to recognized and nonrecogni=
zed stimuli, however; does not show any consistent trend,
We may conclude that there is a tendenay for individuals
to exhibit resctions toward enxlety-arousing stimuli which
are characteristiec of emotional disturbance even though
overtly diaﬁnrb®d~béhﬂVipf 15 inhibited by defensive
mechanisms, However, the results of this study should not
be taken as eonclusive evidence for the perceptual defense
hypothesis. e have shown thet S tend net to recognize
eritical stimuli and that they have lower GSR's to critical
stimuii., We have s)so shown that, whén the § is guessing,

he dees not avold verbslization of anxietyearousing words



and that the GSR shows no conasistent relstion to recognized
nor nonrecognised stimuli. Just why the § shtm‘m aveld
verbalization of the tachistoscopleally-presented eritical
stdmuli but net aveid verbalization of critical stimuli from
the list in his bend is not elear, unless the difference is due
to rélative familiardby with the woprds. The present study

has not fully excluded relative familiarity as & possibls
faetor in the results,



SUMMARY



rather they serve mersly as symptoms of the presente of
conflict,

That long reaction time is directly associated with
travmatic stimulus-words has been shown by Rapaport (17)
in a ¢linical e&&yariﬂ@ﬁ.?£ reaction times of normals,
neurotics, schizophrenics, end depressives to traumatie
stimulus-words. He also found that the greater the incidence
of delay on traumatic words, the greater the delay becomes
on nontraumatic words, however, the incidence on nontraumatic
words was never as greet as the incidence on traumatic words,
Hapaport states: éThe“simpiaat form of interference with the
reaction are those usually described as ‘repressive’,

tinhibition'; and thelr extreme, 'blocking', In mild cases
a delay in resction time, and in more severs ones no re-

action and/@? no reproduction in the Reproduction Test ave
the effects."”

Yeing a wagdwassaeiatien test Bruner and Postmsn {(5)
found that recognition thresholds were higher for words which
produced. association disturbances than words which did not
produce these disturbances. Eriksen (7) used aggrossive,
suceorent, and homosexual stimmlus-words in en asscclation
test and found that the amount of assoeiation disturbance of
these words was positively related to the 3's recognition
thresholds for seenes protraying aggraﬁaivu; suceorand, and

homosexual actbivity.
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bug, —= The projector, a Keystone Over-head Mirror

Projector, was located z1 feet from 2 50 inch by 50 inch white
watte screen. The reflectance coefficient of the surface was
<80, A econcentration apsa 34 x 16 inches was mrkaa on the
sereen with green paper tape one~half inch wide., The illuwni-
nation level at the screen was 032 foot-gandles with the
slide in place. The luminous level was 006 fwﬁ-élémberts.k
Iight intensity ond Quration of exposure were constant for
all 8s. § was seated 20 feet from the screen. Tachisto-
slides were made from yellow cellophane. Stimulus-words were
typed, upper case, elite, using carbon paper on both sides of
the cellophane, GSR's were recorded by the galvanomeler unit
of the Keeler Polygraph, Model 3020,

‘§ub,§ echo, == Sixteen Montana Stete University students
enrolled in introductory psychology classes during the
spring quarter served as 3s.

Procedure, «~ A word-association test was used to determine

anxiety provoking and nonanxiety proveking stimuii, The
master list of stimulusswords used in this study is presented
in Teble 1. s were individually given one administration of
the test after the following instructions were read to them.

1
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%1 am going to read you a series of words, one~byecne. I
want you to respond to each word with gne other word. It
makes no difference what your other word will be, but it
should be the very first word that comes into your mind
after you hear my word, I wanmt you to be Just as fast as
you. ean, because I will time you., When people take this test
they have a tendency not to hear some of the words: I wang
you to resist this tendency; I am not to repeat the words.
Here is the first word.® These instructions were adapted
from Rapaport (17}«

Sixteen stimulus-words were obtained for each § = five
eritical and eleven neutral words as determined by the
following reaction time criterion. Oritical stimuli were
defined a&s stimulus-words having & resction time at least
two times greater than the §'s modal reaction time for
the test, Neutral stimuli were defined as stimulus-words
having the shortest resction times of the one hundred words
comprising the word-assceiation test, except that me neutral
stimulus could have & resction time that exceeded the g'e
modal reaction time, Arbitrarily eievan instead of five
neutral stimulus-words were used in order teo provide the §
with a greater latitude of respense. The experiment was
conducted seven days after the assessment, of stimuld,

‘After the § had been seated, the following instructions
were read to him. "This is an experiment to determine how



Table 1
Word-Assoclation Test

2o Musie AR 22¢ Child 42, 4pple

3, white '23. Heavy 43y Trusk

he Shors AT 24, Groen 2;1;...‘.«.?2’5;36 |

5. reutt A7 '25. " Horse lﬁﬁg" Taxes
. 26, Alamm k6. Water
7. iough A 2. House 47, Teble
8. Sleep M ) 28. Crowd 48, Woman
9. Bagle ot 29. Laugh 49, Truck
1. Chair #T 30, Heppy 50, Vorld
il. Dance A7 31, lNever 51, Spend
12, Brave A # 32, Farty 52, Abuse
13, Dream #F 33, Hight 53, Plate
L4 Drink 3h. Right 54e Badge
15, Bread 35. Paper 55. Sleek
16, lLight 36, Nolse 56, Candy
17. Bible 37. Sorry 57. S8lime
18, Sheep 36, Round 58, Fancy
19. Frame 39+ Sweet 59s Birth
20, Ueecan 40¢  Trust &0: Glass
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SUMMARY

The aim of this study was to investigste the perceptual
defensa hypothesis and the GSR in a perceptusl defense
situation. The GSR was chosen for four reasems: (a) it
has been shown to be related to emotional behavior, (b) it is
readily aveilable for study, (g) it is an ‘m'e"elmmry.rem
action, end (g) it may be essily quantified. A word-assopi=
ation test was used in the assessment of stimuli. Critiesl
and neutral stimulus-words were tachistoscepically presented
in & counterbslanced order for & duration of .01 second
with & luminance level of .006 foot~lamberis. 4n attempt
was made to control amgmma»wm gelection for familiarity,
selective verbal report, antecedent conditions, and set so
that the results of the study could be traged to the inw
fluence of the perceptual defense process. Vive peutral and
five eritical stimulus-words were shown to easch of 16 8s.
GSR's to each presentation were recorded, The Js were
instructed to report the content of the presentation after
each flash. In cases where they were not certain of the

content they were instructed to guess.
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content they were instructed to guess.
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§s correctly identified more neutral than eritical
stimulus-words when the stimulus was present (P = .003). \
However, when the 38 were guessing they did not tend to avoid
verbalisation of critical stimuli, OSR resistance te
eritical stimull was greater than USR resistence to neutral
stimaii. However, no consistent relationship was found
‘between the GSR and recognition or nenrecognition of stimuluse
words, The results of this study are interpretated in terms
of heightened visual thresholds and secomparnying GER'S‘ ree
sembling those of emotionsl behavior to miaﬁyuamsing
stimull presented techistoscopleally. There is a possibility,
however, that relative familiarity with the words may have
had some sffect.
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Stimulus and Repponse Words with Avorage
GSR Changes in Chms for
$u§§aa‘b 2

Stimuive Response  Ave. GER Changestd

"Break  Haple - 188
Smart Short £ 658
Sweot Swoet - &

#Birth Happy - 687

#Price Broom = 610
Short Sorey - 593
Haple Haple = 375

#ledge Iedgo - 57

- #Prust Lrust - 438
Broom Broaon - 500

frivical Stimulug-words 4
#Wotal Ave Chango to Oriticel Stimulis « 390
#Wotal Av. Chenge to Neutral Stimuli: « 175
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vStimulus'? Response  Av. GSR Changeg##
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5h2
#Soapy Table = 1,375

Stand Stand A 111
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M MNe Y R
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Stimulus and Responsé Words with Average
GSE Changes in Unme for
Subject L

Stimulus Response Av. GSR Changes¥#

Stare | Stare
#Child Child
#*Youth Table -

© © o ©

Abuse Reach
Night Right 4 813
#Drean Night - 407
#Prunk Trunk @ kyh69
Table Table -'2,438
Organ Organ £ 542
#Party Rignt - 21

#oriticsl Stimulus-words -
#Total Ave-Change to Critical Stimulit - 1,029
*#Total Av. Change to Neutral Stimuli: « 217
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Stimulus Response  Ave GER Changesiut
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'*‘?35-?01% Slime o
#Brave Bible R ¥ 5

Ocean Brass # 59
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#5lime Power 0

#Qritical Stimulus~words ‘ ,
#Tlotal Av. Change to Critical Stimulis « 50
#¥Total Av: Change to Newtral Stimulis = 102
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