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ABSTRACT

An inhibition of assoeiative recall was observed for responses
followed by a raucous buzzer alone and for ego-threat alone, but
no inlﬁbiti@n was fourgd for responses i‘allaww by both varisbles,

(ne-mindred 3s were asked to reapaml to 100 Ken‘bﬁ-aosamff
words, Twenty-five Ss were buzzed for certain ¥eritlcal,*
responses, 25 threatened for Yeritiecal," responses, 25 both buzzed
and threatened, and 25 55 neither buzzed nor threatened served as
a control group. Following the administration of a 15-mimite
neutral task, Ss were asked to recall all 100 associative responses.
There was significantly less recell of Yerditical," words for $s
elther buzzed or threatened when compared with the control grt:mpe
However, Ss both buszed and threatened moade the same muber of
errors on “eritical," words as the comtrols.

It was suggested that Se elther buzzed or threatened on
Bepitical," words initislly responded with a conditioned feay
which generalized to thinking about the word. The inhibition
found on yrecall wee interpreted as the reduction of a learned
fear drive,

For Sz both buzzed and tlweatened it was hypothesized that
a discriminative enphasis varisble intemsificd the feritical,®
words tending to neutralize the effects of this compound variable,
Testing of the hypothesis by systematically increasing and de-
creasing the independent variables of noxious sbtimulation and
ego-threal was suggested.
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EGO THREAT AND HOXIOUS STIMULATION AS A MEANS OF INDUCING
THE INHIBITION OF ASSOGIATIVE RECALL



INTRODUCTION

In the clinical setbing the texm for the forgetting of
painful or unpleasant material is of course repression, The
experimental problem of dnvestipating the phenomenon involves
eliciting this special instance of forgebtting by introducing
certain variables, The present paper attempts to establish
these conditions and relate the process to the principles of
learning.
The Freudian Construct:

A paper entitled "On the Psychic Mechardsms of Fysterical
Phenomena, " Jointly published in 1893 by Frend and Josef Breuer
contained the initlal mfm‘ame to a theory which was to become

as Frend later wrote,he pillar upon which the edifice of psy-
choanaiysis rests,” (1938). The authors, in this paper, dis
cuased the treatment by the Ycarthartic method,” of an hysterical
girl. They concluded that the successfvl treatment of the
patient was based on an emotional purging or cartharsis expere
ienced by the young girl, They further added that hysteria
was a digease of the past, in which symptoms represented some
disagreeable, forgotten event of the patientts life, The full
outline of the theory of repression appesred in 1915,

One of the vicissitudes an instinctuel impulse may underge
is to meet with resistances the aim of which is to make the
impulse inoperative, Under certain conditions, which we shall

presently investigate more cﬁ!.we:ly, the impulse then passes
into the state of repression, (1953,. p.8h)

v
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With this statonent Freud beging his snslysie of yepression.
At its simllost, Freud described repression in but 17 words.

"The essepce of repression lies siuply in the function of re-
Jecting and keoplng something cut of consclousnsss.® (1953, p.86)
Toe best exnnple of this simple rojection of matordal 1s in the
forgetting of proper nemes, Por Freud, the condd tions rEoCsBRYyY
for the i‘e;rg@;%iagzgg of a ngme includes some disposition to do so,
which usually means somo mannoy of unploasant or painful assogia~
tion with the neme (1938).

Followity Millian learning theory Dollurd and Hiller (1950)
have trented the Freudian construct of repression in torms of &
tenderwy Loy certain thoughts to be avolded, Thusg, %,..repression
is the sympiom of aveliding certain theughtsy it is reinforeed by
drive reduction.,.® (3950, p.201)s They deseribe how children
learn to foor cortain words spoken sub loud, The ehild may be

phyaleally punished for utlerdng the “msty,” word or the general
attitude of disapproval evohed from the parent moy glve rise W a
respongse of fear, An exporimont by Miller (1948) furtber demon-
strates that the conditioned response of fear linked to & word
spoicen aloud moy bocoms abbached to thinking of tho word by mosns
of the mecharden of generelization. By presenting the letter WI°
avd the figure *L* to S Hiller (A548) was oble to produce a large
sonditioned palvanic skin responpe to the 7Y when followod by &
shock, Interpreting thie vesponse as fear, Hiller thon pregented
Ss with a serics of dots instructing Se to "think,® of a "I¢ and
_—



% alternately, Resulis showed large galvanic responses for
those alternate dots which Ss were instructed to associate with
"% bat none for """ In view of these findings Dollard and
Miller (1950) conclude that thoy ®would expect the fears that
are attached %o saying ferbidden words,...to generalise to think-
ing ths;:sa wordses«? {1950, pe205).

Present Theoretical Approachs

The theopretical approsch of the presend study will inters
pret repression as the gsymptom of avolding certain thoughts,

This symptom will be seen as tending to reduce a pestulated fear
drive learned by ceértain B8 as a response to the independent
variables of noxious stimmlation and ego-threat where the initdal
responge is a condlitioned fear.

The present experiment is therefore not measuring repression
by itself or even any manner of conditioned aveidance per se,
Instead, an attempt has beoen made to manmipulate certain indepen~
dent variables in order to examine their effect on the recall of
associative responses,

Before progeeding with a detailed outline of this present
study however, a survey of previcus experiments is in order,

Mamy of these studies have purported to be testing for "repression,?
and we will not (uarrel with thelr semantics at thig point except
where others have noted basic flaws in design.

History of the Problem:

Pleagantness-Unpleasantness: Most studies related to the mechaniem
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of “repression,” pricy to 1935 were concerned with the recall of
pleagant or urpleasant material, These studies ranged from the
pairing of pleasant and unpleasant odors with nonsense gyllables
and subsequent testing for recall to the simple @Ms&l&mﬁaﬁ of
pleasant and unpleasant life experiences, zleilex‘“(wﬁﬁa) notes
that the tally for these kinds of studies is 32 to 1L, favoring
recall of pleasant over the umpleasant, One of the more eéxtensive
investigations of this kind conducted by Ratliff (1938), utilized
adors, colors, and piiches in terms of pleasantness and unpleagante-
ness, For olfaction he found the unplessant to be recalled more
effectively, while the visual and auditory recollection was superior
for pleasant ltems.

The recall of life experiences is an atlempt to examine actual
events in the 3's past with respect to how effectively the unpleag-
ant as opposed to the pleasant is recalled, The basic; and probe
ably incorrect premise that these evenits oceour with equal frequency
will be discussed shortly. Meltzer (1930a, 1930c, 1931}, is one
of the most prolific and enthusiastic experimenters in this area,
{See Appendix Asl) Others, including Jersild (1931), Waters and
Leeper (1936), Menzies (1936), and O'Kelly and Steckle (1940),
have also used holiday experiences to explore the possibility of
greater recall of pleasant life events, Bubt the findiogs of at
least two other imvestigators, Cason (1932), and Wohlgemuth (1923),
would seem to contradict such results as reported above,
Wohlgemmth in facht, felt that be had disproved the Freudian theory



of forgetting when he found no evidence for the more effective
recall of pleasant over unpleasant experiences. His study brings
into prominence the variable which may account for some investi-
gators having fourd support for the Freudian repression hypothesiswee
namely, the disproportionate frequencies of pleasant over unplease
an;t; experiences in the first pmw? It is most unlikely that
pleadant ami unpleasant 1ife events occur with ﬁ@lﬁ;&.- frequency,
wivich would be the proper condition for this particular design

to angmximatec the megsumm‘mt of repression, S¢ this flaw

would tend to discredit those experiments dealing simply with

the recall of life experiences.,

Ego-Threat and Success-Failure: It was the independent work

of Sears and Rogenzwelg which pointed cut a crueial mistake in
most of the previocus studies of repression. Sears (1939},
croosing to explein repression within the boundaries of stimulusge
response theory, noted that the absence of ego-threat in the
axperimental situation i’ai}récz to fulfill the requirements i*‘.e:sr
repression to opevate, Rosenzweig (1938), in addition to noting
the erronecus idea that g@iﬁamﬁﬁ and pleasant experiences oceur
with equal frequency, conturred with Sears in insisting that if
repression is an ego-defense mechapism there must be present in
the experimental situation some threat to the §'s self-esteem or
ego. (See Appendix As2) In a series of experiments (1943,
1543), Rosenzweig reported task orientation resulted in superior
recall of uncompleted tasks, while sgo~involvement resulted in



superior recall of completed tasks, Prior o this Sears (1937)
had already employed the success-fzilure design using card
sorting as the mm, pram&mi and followed by the learning of
nonsense gyllables, ﬁwse Ss who were "succesaful,? at carci
serting were significantly superior in learning the second list
of nonsense syllables compared with the “failure,® group. As
Zeller (1959a) has noted however, the difference here may well
be due to motivational factors in the form of reduced agpivation
for the "failure," group to learn the second list,

Zeller (1950a) maintains that in order for there to be a
valid test of repression there must be a “restoration to cons
sciousness of the repressed material.® VUsing induced-failure
as the varisble of ego-threat, Zeller {1950b), subsequently
found that reesll was reduced for material that had been pre-
vicusly learned when that material {nonsense syllables) was
asseciated with a failure task (Knox tapping cubes), He
further found that success at the task (removal of the represe
sion) increased yecall of the original materisl.

Individual Differencest In a study touching on repression
Haston, Shakow, and Erickson (193L) used hypnosis to induce a

complex in four men and eight women Ss. The Iuria method (1960)
of detecting aﬁ’i‘ecmve conflicts was employed, (See Appendix
A:3) The procedure involved suggesting to the 3 that while
visiting some friends he had accidenily burned a cigaretie nhole

in the dress of a girl to whom he was much atbracted, When the
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girl finally noticed the burn she attributed it to her own care-
lessness. It was suggested to the S that he failed to correct
her mistaken impression and the next day, when he finally sum-
moned up enough courage to tell her the truth, he found she had
left town, 8Ss were then asked to make verbal responses to 100
words while simltaneously initiating a slight pressure with
their hond on a tembour, Within the 100 words were contained
ten critical words, {e.g.: dress, cigarette, burned, etc,)
relating to the clgarette-burning incident, Results showed
that in six of the nine subjects some motor aspect of behavior
indicated a conflict in either the hypnotic or subsequent walking
state., Contirmued experimental sessions with each "econilict,®
$ indicated a slow lessening of motor disturbances from day to
day. The authors conelude that this gradual decline illustrates
a forgetting or "abreactive," factor, The fact that three out
of the nine failed to acecept the suggestion that they could have
commitbed such an act poinmts up the importance of individuzl
dynamics, Along these same lines, Rosemswelg (1952) has
admirably poted that "experimentation on repression and related
concepls must invariably consider the idioverse of the subjectw—
the balance of experimental conditions and personality variables
as ‘these are bleéended in the dynamic experience of the person,™
Rosenzweig (1951) suggests calling this orientation which con-
cerns itself with the dynamies of the individual---"idiodynamics,®

In a more recent study Truax (1957) bas to some degree, but



r,:;«*:ﬁhcsut acmwledging- Hosenzwelg, explored this personality-
oriented dimension, Truax attempts to test the Freudlaen theory

in relation to a repression index derived from two scales of the
¥iPI--~the Mysteria and Psychasthenis scales, Following Eriksents
(1952, 195%) suggestion that the repression index differentiates
8s who charscteristically utilize repression as a reaction to
anxiety from Ss who would use other means, Truax proceeded to
employ an implied-failure technique., Falring nonsense syllables
with words deemed *traumatic,;" due to their association with
unfinished tasks, he tested for relearning of 18 paired-associntes
after the implied~failure "intelligence test." He sgain tested for
relearning proficiency after the removel, ("Actually, that wasn't
an intelligence test at all...") of this anxiety-provoking sit-

| vation: Truax interprets his results as being consistent with

the Freudian hypothesis: Hore importantly, his case for repressors
and nonw-repressors reinforces Rogensweigts concept of idiodynamics.
Specifically, Truax finds the difference between repressors and
non~repressors (as messured by the index) during learning-relearnming
gessions to be statistically significamt (beyond the 001 level).
He interprets this as indicating the need for a closer look at the
individual yrepression habits of 8s responding to ameiety.

Noxious Stimulation: A particular form of unplessantnesgw

pleasantness might be the ordinary shocks, buzzers, and noxious
stimuli of the laboratory. MoGranahan (1948) claims to have

e¢licited repression in an zssociation test by means of electric
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shock alone, (See Appendix Ash) His experiment however, is com-
plicated by other factors including conscious intention, and it
can not be regarded as & pure experimental test of the effects
of noxious stimili on association or recall, Diven (1937) also
used eleciric shock to demonstrate repression {as well as dis~
placement and certain other Freudian mechanisms), Put he did
this by means of an hypnotic technique, similar {o Lurial's,
which prevents it from being an uncomplicated test of no:&icus
stimdation alone, Thus, it would seem we bave no data awvallable
today on the effect of a simple buzszer on acts of recall in
human gé.

We have briefly seen how pgychologists have attempted to
explore the conditions conducive to repression, Simple Pun-
rleasantness, " is evidently not enough, as least as it has
usually been defined experimentally. Rather severs %egamthreata,
induced by experiences of failures, sppavently can be effective,
Hrpnogis is evidentally also effective., Studies of very simple
noxious stimuli are few and inconclusive,

The Present Ixperimentt

The present experiment grew out of a previous study (Borghi,
1960) which seemed to demonstrate a repression-like assoclative
inhibition when verbal responses weyre followed by a raucous
buzzer, The initial instructions in that study had contained a
slight ego~tbreat to Ss by suggesting that buzzed responses were

*poor," Ss recalled significantly fewer of these buzzed responses
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when compared with non-buzzed words having the same statictical
tendency to occur, These results were interpreted as indicating
gsome support for the hypothesis that mild stimulation could ine
duce diffeveniial forgetting, However, the buzzer had been la«
beled Ypoor,® thus confounding it with ego-threat, Therefore,
the experiment only showed that a mild compounded varisble
could induce a certain deme of forgetting. iha present ghudy
was designed to repeat that experiment and to test the respective
separate effects of the raucous buszzer alone, ego~threat alone,
and both variables together, Since the first study us?ﬁ essen-
tially two confounded variables (noxious stimulation and implied
ego-threat) separation as well as intensification of the indepen.
dent variables was deemed desirable in order to more carefully
assess the resulting memory loss,

The present paper therefore, concerns itgelf with a demon~
stration of how the manipulation of the variables of noxious

stimulation and ego~threat may affect recall,



METHOD AND FROCEDURE
Subjactse

The Ss were 100 College of Willlam and Mary undergraduates,
mostly sophomeores and junlors., Seventy women and thirty men
served in the experiment, one of a number of requirements Ss had
to fulfill in an Introductovy Psychology course, Bach 8 was
aspigned to one of three experimental and one control groups by
means of a card siuffle, {See Table 1)

Procedure:

The 3 was seated in a gound-deadening room facing the B who
gtood outeside the room, Verbal contact was maintained through an
open window, In connection with Groups I and III a ten-inch loud
speaker was placed six feet behind the § on s back wall. A loud,
yauncous noise had been recorded by taping and anplifying the buns
of a vibrating electric engraver, ¥This noxious stimulus could be
pregented by the B's depressing a micro-switch atteched to a table
out of the Sts field of vision. The sound produced lasted one
and one~half seconds and was standard for all Sg treated in this

nanNner.

2



TABLE 1

THE MUMBER OF MEN AND WOMEN Ss IN THE REUSPECTIVE GROUPS

Group Variable Women Men

" Nosci oug-stimilation v 9

iz Bgo~threat 17 8

i1 Noxious-stinulation
and Tgosthreat 20 5

i Prosentation of 4
list alone 17 8

i3
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One~hundred words after Kent-Rosanoff (1927) {including a
slightly ri:%.fffamm word-ordering and the substitution of one
word) were presented to all 100 $s, (These words ave shown in
Table 2,) More specifically, each group received the following
instractionss
Group I: (Noxious stimulug)

This is a study of the kind of thinking an individual does
during a word-association test, I am golng to read a list of
words to you. I want you to respord with the first word shat
pops into your head as this is also a test of how fasb you can
think, Here are some practice words,.

On the third practice response, and repardless of the re-
sponse, the 3 was buzzed, Subsequent Yo the five practice words
8¢ were buszed when they resporded with the arbitrarily selected
twenty veritical," words, alse shown in Table 2,

Group IX: (Hgo-threat)

This is e study of the kind of thinking an individual does
during a word-association test, I am going to read a list of
wordg to you. I want you to respond with the first word that
popa into your head os this is also & test of how fast you can
thinke, Bow in the course of this experiment you may make some
good yvesponses and some poor ohes, IHere are some practice words.

On the third response, and regavrdless of the response, the
5 was tolds "I'm sorry, thails a poor onme, Well, let s contime
with the first word that pops into your head.," Subssquent to
the practice words, Ss were told they had made a Ypoor," roe
sponse whenever the response was one of the "eritical," words.
Group III¢ (Both variables)

Thig is a study of the kind of thinking an individugl does

during a word-assocliation test, I am going to read a list of
words to you, I want you to respond with the Tirst word that



100 STIMULUS WORDS AFTER KENI-ROSANOFF WITH "CRITICAL," RESPONSES

SHOWN IN PARENTHESES

1 DARK

2 MusIc

IMaN - 0
L TAPLE {CHAIR)
5 DEEP -
6 HAND (FOOT)
T BATING

8 SICKNESS (HEALTH)

9 MOUNTAIN
10 HOUSE
11 MurTON
12 SHORT (LOM:)
13 COMFORT
1L FRULT
15 SMOOTH (ROUGH)
16. BUTTERFLY
17 COMEAND
18 WHISTLE
19 WOMAR
20 SWEET (SOUR)
21 GOLD
22 SLOW
23 WisH
2l RIVER
25 BEAUTINUL
26 WINDoW
27 CITIZEN
28 SPIDER
29 GIRL (BOY)
30 SOPT {HARD)

32 RED

33 SLEEP

3L ANIER

35 CARPET

36 HIGH

37 WORKING

38 BARTH

39 TROUBLE

L0 BLACK (WHITE)
41 SOLDIER

2 BARY (CHILD}
43 CABBAGE

Ll BAGLE

45 STOMACH

L6 sTEM

L7 LAMP

48 DREAM

Lo YELLOW

50 BREAD

51 JUSTICE

52 GHAIR (TABLE)
53 LIGHT

Bl BIBLE

55 HEALTH (SICKNBSS)
56 MEMORY

57 SHEEP

58 ToOT (HAND)
59 BATH )
60 ROUGH (SMOOTH)
61 COTTAGE

62 SWIPT

63 BLUE

6 HUNGRY
65 LONG (SHORT)
66 FRIEST

67 OOEAN

68 HBAD

69 SIOVE

70 RELIGION

71 WHISKEY

72 HABD (SOFT)
73 SIOW

T4 BAMMER

75 THIRSTY

76 CITY

77 SQUARE

78 BUTTER

79 DOCTOR

80 1LOUD

81 THIEF

82 SOUR {SWEET)
83 Lion

8ly Jo¥

85 BED

86 HEAVY ,
87 WHITE (BLACK)
88 TOBACCO

89 MOON |

90 BOY {GIRL)
91 SCISSORS

92 QUIET

93 GREEN

ol SALT

95 STREET

96 CHILD (BABY)
97 KI1ip

58 CHEESE

99 BLOSSOM

100 AFRALD
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pops into your head ag this is also a test of how fast you can
thivik, Now in the course of thiw experiment you may make some
good responses and some pooy ones, Here are some practice words,

On the third practice word the $ was buzzed and told he had
made a "poor," response, Oubsequently, S was buzzed and threatened
for "eritical,® responses on the list itself,

Group IV: {Control)

This is a study of the kind of thinking an individual does
‘during a word-asgociation test. I am going to read a list of
vwords to you, I wanit you to respond with the first word that
pops into your head as this is also a test of how fast you can
think, Here are some practice words,

For these Control S5 there was neither buszer nor ego-threat.

Following presentation of the 100 words, each 5 was taken to
a different room where the Taylor Amciety Seale (1953) and a por-
tion of the MMPI was administered, This was done partly as a
time-~fi1ling neutyral task, ut also to investigate any possible
correlation betueen amxiety (as measured by the MAS) and for
getting. After exacily fifteen mimtes the E tested $'s sbility
to recall his responses to the ordginad list (the ﬁaper‘zdent
variable} with the following instructions:

Now I would like to see how well you can recall the responses
that you just made in the other room. In other words, when I sald
fdark, ¥ yhat did you sgy?

Shortened to: "Mhen I saide--%"{followed by the appropriate
stimloe) the list was given in the same order, (Sce Table 3)



TABLE 3
SEQUENCE OF STEPS IN THS COMPLETE EXPERIMENT

:
Y

Step Duration ‘Operation Invoived

Prow o ‘ Selection of 20
Bxperimental o foritical, " words
@imm Kexr&maesamff

1 9«12 mirmmies Administration of words
: association 1ist, Ss
exposed 1o independSut
variable, (hxxmmi,
threatened or both)
axcept for Control
Group,

2 15 mimates Administration of TAS
and portion of MMPI,

3 1h-18 mimutes Test for recall;

17



RESULTS

An inspection of Table I shows the relative debilitating
effects of noxious stimulation and ego-threat for the respective
groupg, Appendix B shows the individual raw data. The greatest
memory loss occurs in Group II, where the s were threatened when
they responded with Weritical,® words. Compared with the control
{Group IV} Ss* score of mine “critical,” errvors, the ego-bhreatened
Ss (Group II) made almost three times as many errors (i.e., 25),
The buzzed group made over twice as mary errors, (i.e., 23), HEach
of these totals is statistically different from the controls at
the 5% level of confidence. Tihus, a b~test between Group II and
Group IV yields a 1 of 2,37, and between Group I and Group IV a
t of 2,15,

'The veasder wmay note that Group IIT which was both buzzed
and threatencd, made exactly the same {amall) mxrber of errors
as 4id the controls, Although net specvifically predicted the
E would have expected the greatest mewory lose in Group III
{both varisbles) with Group II (ego-threat alone), Group I
{buzger a‘lma);, and Group w {control) showing mapacﬁiwlar g

legs memory loss, This estimation is indeed, coufirmed by
inspection of the "Total Errors,® in Table L. Although the

18



TARLE h

DATA TOTALS FOR GROUPS I, II, III, AND IV WHERE N IS 100

Criticeal Critical
Responges+ Recalls

Group I 239
{Buzzed)

Group IT a9
{Threatened)

Group III 16k
{Both)

Group IV 20k
{Contyrol)

# Critical responses for Group I is also times buzzed, for
Group IT times threatened, and for Greup III times buzzed

216
29k
158

195

Critical JMNon-critical Total

frrors

23

25

Errors

L29

Lo

and threatened, Group IV is the control group,

19

Errora
L52

165

WS
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differences in "Total Errors,” is not statistically different,
those difﬁemncesr do provide some basis for a discussion of what
might be termed & "discriminative emphasis,® v@rﬁa a “summation
effect,® Hlasboration of these concepis will be contained in the
Discussion,

Pig, 1 shows the distribution of the "a" seale of the TA3,
(Pig. 2 shows the distridbution of the “A" scores for the pilot
study already mentioned,) A Pearson Product-liment correlation
between tho A" scale values and tho total errors of all gs in
the present study yields an r of ,07. The same test correlating
the "k" goale (purported iﬁo measure defensiveness in a teste
taking sitwation) and tolal errors for all Ss yields an v of
.03, Meither of these ccefficients is eignificantly different

from zero.
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DISCUSSION
Group I a_mi Group I

It will be remembered that this experiment was designed to
separate and.mtemﬁfy the compound variables found to have been
effective in reducing recall scores in a previous study (Borghi,
1960).

Appendix € shows the resulits of that earlier study in which

N

the irﬁependenﬁ *variable was the same noxious stimulation of the
present study, but with the somewhat different instructions showm
in Appendix D, f?able 5 compares the totals of the previous study
(Bxperiment A) with Group I of the present study, It will be noted
that the Ns are different; The 50 Ss in Experiment A however; had
orly ten opportunities to respond with %eritical," words while the
25 gs in Group I had 20 opportunmities to make “eritical;® responses.
{ise4; the "exitra;t ten opporitunities for Group I to respond with
fepitical ;" words seems to proportionately equalize the "extra,®

25 Ss in Bxperiment As) Additionally; in Experiment 4, the ego-
threat was "implied;¥ that is, it was made mﬂy oncey; as a guale
ifier of the buszer; and was nol eontimzcsuag'!y repeated, Bub for
essentially the same design (introduction af a raucous buzzer)

the resulis are quite similur, The ﬁebﬂita'ﬁing effects on memory
evidernced by ego-threat (Group Ii:) would seem to be youghly equal

to thoge induced by noxious stimulation alone (Group I)s The
23



TABLE 5
COMPARISON OF TOTALS FROM EXPERIMENT A WITH GROUP I OF PRESENT
STOIY

Pimos | Critical Critical
N Buzzed Reealls Brrors

Experiment 4 50 238 215 23
Group I 25 239 216 23



difference is only two “eritical,? errors.
Theoretical Implicationg: The experiment by Miller (1951)

previously mentioned in which 8's fear (as measured by the gal-
vanic skin response) of the letler "It was generalised o thirking
of the "I" may now be re~examined in 1light of the findings in
Group I and Group IL,

When Ss in these two groups were inltially told they had
responded in a "poor,! manner or when they were buzzed, it is
smuggested here that they responded with fearw-~sither to the
loud, vaucous noise or to the fear of reduction of their self.
esteem, Upen being requested to recall these Yeriticsl,® words;
Bs proceeded to generalize the fear attached Yo making the orige
inal response to simply thinking aboub the response, Js* failuwre
to recall the response or to make an incorrect response msy then
be explained in terms of a fear sirong enough to resuld in the

avoidance of even the thought of the word. Diag amratically this

might be expressed as follows:

Critical response associated with fear Resulting in

25 irduced by ego-threal or burser

Reduction of fear . - As measured by
Fhen § 1NhiDits cue-producing response tepdtical,®
- exrors on recall

The reduction of fear in terms of reducing fear of disenhance~
ment of solfw-esbeem would thus also satisfy the Miller-Dollard
explanation of repression, Later, we shall sce how this proposition
might be tested by means of reducing the fear drive before the 8
| has opportunity to inhibit the cue-producing response,

Tow lebt us turn to the puszling results found in Group Ill.



Group IIT:
As already mentioned, the & would have estimated that the

greatest memory loss would have oecurred inm Group IIX (both
varisbles), Table | shows this estimation to hold true but
only for "nop-critical," words (unbuzzed and unthreatened), not
eritical," words, In "eritical,® words, Group III is no different
from the conbrols., Thus, §s in Group IIT missed W72 "nonwcritical,®
words, more than any other group, These differences, although
not statistically significant, raise the possibility of a spread
of effect---a tendency for the double varisble to produce indirect
effects on "neubral,® words while at the same time marking the
“oritical,” words for extra emphasis and easy meali « Although
Group III therefore does mot conform to m&p&%&*‘monﬁ the total
errors for all Ss in their respective gmu;:% do tend te geo in
the direction of an overall summatlon effect, Unfortunately,
this interesting speculstion rests on urrelisble evidence,

But let us more fully explore the Upuzzle,” of Group III
on three geparate levelst

(1) We may have a freguency problem nob unlike the one
which ﬁlagnéri early investigators of repression, or

(2) We may have an anxiety variable exercising some effecé;, or

(3) There may be some unknown variable or varisbles,

The Frequency Factor: This explanation is a sampling problem

based on the relative muwber of opportunities each § had to

recall "eritieal,! words after being buzzed, threatened, etec, Ib
will be remembered that this sort of frequency problem was overlooked
by earlier studies which tested for recall of pleasant and unpleasant
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boliday experiences,

For the present study, frequency refers to the mmber of timesg
buzzed, threatened, buzzed and ithreatened, and Yeritical,® responses
for the respective groups, (see first column, Tsble L). It will be
noted that Group III had the smallest mumber of opportunities to
miss words buzzed and threatened having been exposed to this com~
pound varisble only 164 times, Tables 6 and ?{mmif, show with
respect to frequency, an analysis of variance -hei:wm? Groups 111
and IV, and a four-vay analysis of variance for all groups, In
addition, Bartledt's Test of Homogeneity (see a.ppem’mc E) for all
four groups yields a "corrected," X° value of Le2hT7. ALl three of
these tests would support the hypothesis 'c&aﬁ the sample taken is
from the same population, Hence, Group III is not relisbly different
in terms of frequency of eXposure,

The Ariety Factors The relation between performance and drive

as defined by scores on Taylor's Manifest Anxiety Scale (1953) has
been the object of a rumber of studies, Taylor (1956} and Taylor
and Chapman (1955), have hypothesized that high amxious Ss should
perform in a more superior mamner than low amxious Ss when a single
S8 terdency is present, but when competing tendencies prevsil the
performence of high snxious Ss should be impaired, In terms of our
problem with Group III we might worder if these 3s are deviale wiézh
respect to MAS gecorveg.

The mean for all 100 Ss on the MAS is somewhat higher than
reported by other imvestigators, {see Table 8) but the means for
each respective group do not differ widely. (See Table 9.} If

we choose to compare the performance of high amxiouns versus low



PABLE 6
SUMMARY OF TWO-WAY AMALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FREQUENCY VALUES
IN GROUP III AND GROUP IV

VARIATION 88 ar MS F
Between groups 32, 1 32, .74
Within groups 881,52 W8 18.37 e
Total 913.52 L9

28



TABLE 7
SUMMARY OF FOUR-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANGE FOR FREQUENCY VALUES
IN GROUPS I, II, III, AND IV

SOURCE OF

VARIATION 88 af M3 F
Between groups 14, 3 40,433 2146
Within groups 157642k 9% 16.h2 st
Total 169742l 99
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anxious S5 in terms of total misses (see Table 10), it would
appear at first glance that low amricus 8s are superiov.

However, a t test between these two groups yields an insignificant
t of 1,76, One other index of the Taylor Scale, the X scale, may
be mentioned. This scale, which measures defensiveness or lack
of it in the test taking situation, is aslso found in Table 9 and
once again, the means of the respective groups do not differ
significantly, This evidence, coupled with the Pearson FProduct~
Moment Correlation Coefficlent of ,07 between the MAS and total
misses by all Ss, tends to rule out any anxiety or K scors differ-
ences in Group 1IX which might account for these Ss showing a
paucity of "eritical," errors,

Intensity Factor: The writerts speculative interpremﬁim,

previously suggested, of the data for Group III is based on the
assumption of & doubled intensity or discriminative emphasis
achieved by the coupled buzzer snd threat., Whereas separately
they only signal fear or warning to the 5, together they may
provide sufficient emphasis to keep the "eritical," response
from being forgotten,

It is supggested here that there may be a contimwum-~-that
some material simply cannot be repressed becaunse 1lis content or
impact is too vivid, Clinically, this might be why we can forget
the name of someone we merely dislike, but are unable to forget
the name of someone we hate or fear, (The writer vividly recalls
the name of the five-year-old classmate who gave the author

his first black eye twenty yesrs ago, )



TABLE 8

MAS MEANS FROM FOUR SAMPLES

Experimenter
Ranfer

Borghi I

Borghi IX

Taylor

335

50

100

1971

Population

Washington University
Elementary Psychology
Classes,

William and Mary
Introductory Fsychology
Qasses,

William and Hary
Introduectory Psychology
Clagses.

State University of
Iowa Introductory
Pgychology Classes,

14,65
16,92
1746k

.56



TABLE 9

MAS AND K SCALE MEANS IN GROUPS I, II, III, AND IV

Group 1

Group II
Group III
Group IV

MAS
15,88
2042k
17.16
17.28

32

17,12
13.84
15,72
15.56



TABLE 10
COMPARISON OF 10P 5% ANKIGUS Ss AND TOP 5% MOM-ANKIOUS §s WITH
RESPEGT TO TOTAL ERRORS

High Anxious (5%) A Scove Total Brrors

Se1 35 15
5-12 37 2
515 39 30
S22 35 20
S-h9 6 3

¥R 354 ¥s 2h.6
Low Anxiouns (5%) A Score Tobal Errovs
33 5 23
526 5 19
568 b 19
$-78 5 iz
596 3 B
Hote:

The mean for the 35 SBs ("repressors,®) showing one or more

feritical,” errors in the three experimental groups is 18., not
significantly .di_ffem;m; from the 17,6k mean for all Ss, ’ |

33
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If this argument were valid it might also sxplain the fallure
of some Bs to find ary evidence for repression. This kind of
aprroach would tend to place more emphasis on the mechanism of
represgion itself as a crippling agent rather than the material
represseds Minieéﬁ.y, this would mean that a quite minor occure
rence iIf repressed, would have more adverse effects than the most
hideous, but remembered event of the past.



FURTHER AREAS OF STUIY

Area 1t The testing of the vividness hypothesis would imvolve
gysiematically increasing and decreasing the independent wvariables
of noxious stimmlation and ego-threat, For this, a refined scaling
of the varisbles would be required, which is not presently available,

4n attempt might be made initially to reduce the intensity of
the ego~threat--~-perhaps simply a shake of the head for "poor,"
responses rather than the verbals "I'm sorry thatls a poor response,”
For this degign, it would be predicted thal errors on ¥eritical, t
recalls would begin to more closely correspond with the errors
evidenced in Groups I and II of ‘f:he present study. If this pree
diction were to be confirmed, further study would involve gradually
increasing the ego-threat (i.e., simply the word "poor," on
eritical responses, then "poor response,® etc,) until that point
was reached at which theoretically the "threat,® becomes too intense
and "eritical,” errors decline,

Similar systematic increments and decrements would be suitable
for manipulation of the noxious stimnlus. IEmploying a design
identical with the procedure followed for Group I, it would be
profitable to investigale the possible decline or increase in
ferdtical, " errors when a corresponding decrease and increase in
the loudness of the buzzer ig instituted,

Following these suggested lines of study should help to
resolve the postulated intensity variable as well as moré precisely
define the respective potentials of ego-threat and noxiocus stimulation

35
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as inhibiting agents.
Area 2: According te Miller (1951) fear may be reduced by reine
foreing the response of "stopping being afraid,” Within the frame-
work of the present study and the diagram on page 25, exploration
of this hypothesis would necessitate the removal of the fear induced
by the E. This could perhaps be accomplished by a full explenation
te the § that there is no such thing as a "poor" response for this
kind of task. This attempt at initiating a "stopping being afraid,"
response might be inserted just prior to the test for recall (see
Table 3). Instructions at this poimt would be as follows:

You will remember that I told you some of your response were
poor ones, Actually, I was brylng to make you forget those re-
sponses. Of course there are no good or poor responses on this
kind of task. Let's see as we go through the list again if you
can remember what words I said were poor vesponses.

A correct vesponse on a eriticel,® word might be greeted with as
"Good, fThat was one I told you was poor," from the E. In this
way the Ystopping being afraid," response would be reinforced,

Instructions aimed at inducing the “stopping being afraid,®
response from $s who were buzzed might follow similar lines
emphasizing that there was no real significance attached to the
buzzer, A control group would of course be treated in the same
namer as Group I or II of the present study.

Area 3 Finally, a most profitable experiment would explore the
role of the £ in this kind of investigation. Attempis have often
been made to "repeat," the experiments of other investigators, It
is commonplace to observe that it is impossible to truly replicate
the work of another, perhaps too frequently attempted by individuals



31

with divergent views concerning the ocutcome of such studies, But
the area of indncing cognitive inhibition is crucially dependent,
the author feels, on the E. And, in fact, the present design is
quite sultable for this kind of "investigation of the investigator,®
It would be most interesting for two Es, identical in their "delivery,”
of instructions, ete., to provide the ego-~threat on alternate sessions,
Thus, for 100 9s, 50 would be randonily exposed to the variables as
presented by Ixperimenter &, and 50 Ss exposed to these "same,"
variasbles as presented by Experimenter B,

An experiment of this kind may well be quite revealing with
regard to the subtle, but important, exchanges between E and S.



SUMMARY

An inhibition of associative recall was observed for responses
followed by a raucous buzzer alone and for ego-threat alone, but
no inhibition was found for responses followed by both variables.

One-lmndred §s were asked to respond to 100 Kent-Rosanoff
words, wenty-five $s were buzzed for certain feritical,® re-
sponges, 25 threatenod i;car fepitical ¥ responses, 25 both buzzed
and threatensd, and 25 Ss niether buszed nor threatened served as
a control group. F@l&a&?‘mg the admimistration of a 15-mirmute
neutral task, Ss were asked to recall all 100 associative responses.
There was aighiiﬁeanﬂy less recall of "eritical,” words for Ss
either buzzed or threatened when compared with the control group,
However, s bolth buzsed and threstened made the same yumber of
errors on ”amét.ical, % yords as the contrels.

It was suggested that Ss either buszed or threatened on
tepitical,” words initially vresponded with a conditioned fear
which generalized to thinking about the word, The inhibition
found on recall was interpreted as the reduction of a learned
fear drive,

For Ss both buzszed and threatensd it was hypothesized that
a digeriminative emphasis variable intensified the "eritical,"
words tending to neutralize the effects of this compound variable,
Testing of the hypothesis by sysiematicaliy increasing and decreasing
the iéxﬁepexﬂen& vavriables of noxious stimulation and ego-threat
was suggested,
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APPENDIX A
MTES ON FREVIOUS STUDIES

One of Meltzer's first attempts (1930b) was simply to ask 132
college men and women to 1ist their experdiences over the
Christmas holiday and rate each event as pleasant, unpleasant,
or indifferent, After six weeks had passed he requested them
to list again those experdences they had recalled previocusly.
His reml&;s showed that Ss recalled more pleasant experiences
immediately after vacation aud an even greater mmber as con-
pared to unpleasant experiences after six weeks,

Rosensweig (1938) utilized the concept of induced-fallure in
an attempt to explore the validity of the theory of repression.
8s were allowed to succeed in half of certain tasks lnvelving
Jig-saw picture-puzzle completion, Subsequently, 55 were
asked to list the names of the puzzles included in the test,

The Laria technigue takes the premise that disturbances
occurring in the higher central nervous system will be
discloged in voluntary movement, These affective disturbances
are studied by recording voluntary movements as well as verbal,
involuntary, and respirvatory responses,

MeGranahant's Ss (1948) were asked to respond to nouns selected
to elicit coldor responses, However, thﬁy’ were instructed
that any color responses would result in thelr being shocked,
Results were compared with pursuit-motor performances to
dlstinguish between 3s Mo wers most disorganized and overw
whelmed by fear during motor performance,” and those least
disturbed, MeOranshan found that the Vdisorganiszed," and
fearful Ss were "least able to execute cognitive repression, ™
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AFPENDIX B
RAW DATA FOR GROUPS X, II, III, AND IV WHERE N I8 100

Group I Times  COritical  Seore or Total
{Boxions Buzzed Recalls Brrors Brrovs
stimalation)

Sl 8 3
56 11 10
S-11 10 g
5-13 13 13
520 3 0

17
26
21
12
65
20

3
17
3
16

8
19
22
i7
12
20
12
1

8
16
26
12
10
3
23

T

fag
3OO W 0\
W VLOVOG 00

¥ ¥
33 &
& &
b
&
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¥
)
imkmw

b2

&
iyt
A

Totals 239
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APPENDIX B (Contimed)

Group II Times Critical . Score ov Total
{Bgo~threat) Threatened Recalls Errors Brrors
15
17
2
18
19
3k
22
é
21
20
21
21
37
22
31
12
23
12
17
16
i6
8
12
13
Lés

Sl 9
ST 12
5-12 7
5=16 7
5~1.8 2
523 10
527 8
5m32 1k
533 11
Sw37 1z
Selily 10
S-18 ‘

519
56
5-57
5-62
572
75
577
sw8l;
586
591
59l
597

Totals
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APPENDIX B (Contimmed)

Group 11X Times Buzzed Critical Score o
{Both and Reealls Errorg
variables) Threatened

B3 L 3 1
55 11 1 0
S.10 8 7 1
515 12 12 0
517 3 3 0
521 5 L 1
5-28 11 10 1
531 0 0 0
8-35 L L 0
538 1 i 0
843 & 5 1
S-U7 9 g o
Sm52 .0 0 o
S-5h 1 1 o
§-59 8 8 0
§-63 6 6 0
8-67 7 6 1
5-71 4 -3 1
S-73 11 i v § 4]
5-78 12 112 0
581 10 i 9 1
585 2 1 2 0
S-90 12 §12 0
596 10 10 0
8100 x 5 A
Totals 16k 155 9

W2



APPENDIX B (Contirmed)

Group IV Critical Critical Score op Total
{Control) Hesponses Recalls Brrors Errors
8-2 9 & 3 36
3-8 L L 0 22
g 12 12 0 7
S-1l @ 9 4] 3
S+19 6 5 1 3
5-2) A L o 10
826 13 13 0 19
530 5 5 0 36
S-3l 10 10 0 16
5-L0 17 16 1 15
Guly 2 12 12 0 21
Seli6 5 5 0 15
S-51 13 11 2 9
5e53 7 6 1 26
S-60 12 12 o 12
861, 5 5 0 26
568 1 1 0 19
5-70 T 7 0 12
576 12 12 0 19
579 3 3 0 1g
$-82 1h ik 0 B
$-88 0 0 0 15
592 12 12 0 19
S5-03 10 9 1 22
598 2 2 ° 2
Totals 20k 195 9 LS5

L3



APPENDIX €
EXPERTMENT A RESULTS WHERE N IS FIFTY

Times ~ Critiecal Times Critical
Subject Buzzed Recalls Hrrors Subject Buzzed Recalls ERrrors
1 9 8 1 26 5 h i
2 6 s 1 27 0 e 0
3 1 1 0 28 3 3 0
L 3 2 1 29 S n 1
5 5 k i 30 k- b 0
6 5 4 1 3 9 9 0
7 8 8 0 32 3 i 2
8 0 0 't} 33 8 8 0
9 L 3 1 3k 8 6 2
10 5 k i 35 A 1 o
1 9 6 3 36 1 0 X
iz 6 & 1] 37 6 6 ¢}
13 6 6 e} 38 3 2 1
1 L 3 1 39 5 5 0
15 8 -5 0 Lo 8 8 o
16 6 6 0 I3 6 é 0
17 L 3 1 L2 o 0 0
18 1 0 1 L3 8 7 1
19 8 8 0 Ly 7 7 0
20 3 3 0 L5 0 0 o
23 6 & 0 L6 5 5 0
22 6 6 0 L7 7 7 0
23 2 2 0 L8 L b 0
2ly 3 2 1 L9 k 4 0
25 7 7 0 50 3 3 0
Totals 238 25 23

Explanation:

This pilot study {(1960) the results of which appear asbove,
contained 50 Ss with each § acting as his oun control. The 23
meritical, errors on the buzzed words is compared in the text
with the 23 errors made by Group I of the present study,.

Ik



APPENDIX D
INSTRUCTIONS FOR Ss IN EXPERIMENT A WHERE ¥ IS FIFTY

This ig a study of the kind of thinking an individual does
during a word-association test, I am going to read a list of
words to you;, I want you te respond with the first word that
pops into your head as this is also a test of how fast you can
think, Now in the course of this experiment you will make some
good responses and gome poor ones.

At this point and with same emphasis on the word "poor,™
the E depressed the micro-switch introducing the S to the raucous
buzzer, After five practice words, Ss responded to the list it
self, It will be noted that this procedure is almogt identical
with the procedure followed for Group I, except that there was
some implied ego~threat (the word ¥poor,® joined with the buszer

during the instructions above) for Ss :in Experiment A.  Ss in

k
Group I were buszed only. ¢

b5

AT,



APPENDIX B
BARTLETT'S TEST OF HOMOGERNEITY OF VARIANCE FOR THE FOUR GROUPS

N af Bx? s log 82

Gr?iup 25 2l 472,16 19.67 1.29361
iz 25 2k 222,56 9.27 96708
11T 25 2l 386,16 16,09 1., 20656
w 25 2 195,36 20.6L 1.31472
Som 1576.24 65,67 L.78216
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