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{(VI) or 1004 schedule, or by manueily operating a miovo~
switch. The VI schedules were programmed ! 3
tepe puller. A wiring circuit for the apparetus is
presented in Appendix C.
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For the groups in Experiment II, mean peycentage of
body weight, response rate for the last session of operant

Ining, and rate of avoldance conditioning are shown in
Table 2. An analysis of varisnce was applied to each of

these measures separately and no significant differences

were found. The tsbles for these analyses are presented in
Tables 3, 4, and 5 respectively.

Table 6 presents mean percentage of baseline (periocd 1)
for each periocd of the test. A 73X 10 X 7 Type I analysis
of variance was applied to these data {Lindguist, 1953) and
both main effects were found to be significant. For the
groups effect, F (6, 63) = 2.61, p<.025; and for the
measures effect, F (2, 126} = 24.01, p< .00L. The inter-
action, F(12, 126) = 1.62 was slsc significant at the 5%
level of confidence. Table 7 shows the results of the
analysis.

Figure 1 shows the main effect of measures. It indi-
cates that & significant o
during periocd 2, and that the effects of this change
ished during period 3. In other words, suppression,
then recovery cccurred during the test. Figure 2 shows the
main effect of groups, and indicates that for the experimental
ning and the test
increased, the suppression offect also incressed up to 4 hr.
and then decreased slightly up to 168 hr.

A clearer picture of these results can be obtained
by consulting Figure 3 and 4. Pigure 3 shows the intersction

18T
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plotted as & function of the measures, while Figure 4 shows
thege ssme results, for each measure sepevately, plotted as
a function of groups. The most notable agpect of these
results is that each experimental group suppressed during
period 2, the degree of which varies curvilinearly with
length of delsy. PFurthermore, suppression &s s measure of
fear significantly decreased or extinguished during pericd 3
yet differentially over groups. For example, the rate of
recovery for A~24 is strildngly different from that of A-b
while thelr initlal suppression is nearly equal.

Table 8 presents the t values obtained when the mean
up for

of each group was compared to that of every other g

periods 2 and % separately. For period 2, all groups
differed from C-1 however A~O and A-1l did not differ signifi-
cantly from each other or from the control group E~-24.
Significant differences were found between A-~0, #~1, both
control groups and A-4 A~2h, uhile A-168 did not differ
significantly from any group except C~1, the degree of
difference was greater between the controls and A~0 and

A~]l then it was between A-4 and A-24. For perliod 3, no
significant differences were found between groups indi-
cating that each group rescovered to a statistically egqual
level of responding. Essentially, it was found that fear,
as moasured by percentage of suppression, significantly
increases from 1 to 4 hr. delay, and remains at that level
with a slight recovery after 1 week.
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TARIE 6
Experinent IX: Moan Porcentage of
. Bassline for Test Perdlods
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Fig. 1.

Main Effect of Messures
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Fig. 3. Experiment IX: Interaction between
Groups snd Messures plotted by Measures
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Fig. 4. Experiment II: Interactiocn between
Groups and Measures plotted by Groups
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that anxiety, as measured by response suppression did
increase with time, but the effects did not appear until
after 1 hr. Since no signif
for rate of operant and avoidance training, the differen-
tisl effects during pericd 2 can only be attributed to the
delay Interval used for each group.

The exsct nature of thls function is less cbviocus.
Since there were no differences between E-24 and A-0 and
A-1, it must be concluded that the incresse in fesr occurs
after 1 hr. rather than immediastely following fear condi~
tioning. However, since E-24 never experienced the buzzer
except during the test, it is impossible to isolate the
sensitizing effects of shock stress from the dispuption
caused by the mere novelty of the C8. Growp C~1 on the
other hand, had experdenced the C3 and thus was not as
susceptible to distraction during the test. By controlling
the disruptive effects of the ¢S, 1t may be possible to
show Qif'fsrences between E-24 and A~0 and A~l. It is also
possible that such differences do exlst but were not de-
tected by the measurs employed. That is, no differences
were found not because they don't exist but rather because
the measure used was not sufficiently sensitive. The author
fecls that both notions are appliceble, i.e., the 8 did
disrupt E-28 and the test (because of its length) was too
iflcant differences

ficant differences appeared

gross a weassure to detect small but sig
between groups.
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Fear wes found to be strongest when messured after
4 hr. and its strength was not diminished after 24 hr, This
fact most clearly demonstrates that apparatus fesy and €3
fear vary éiffamnmm with time. In the present study,
had €3 fear 4
in the "Eamin effect,” suppression for Groups A-0 and A-24
should have been equal. K-2§ recovered while A~24 did not.
By using esch animal as iits own control, l.e., measuring
each S's response suppression in terms of 1ts oun baseline,
any variation in general emotionality (affecting drive level)
was statistically controllied. This of course, is not to say
that the 05 did nolt introduce emotionality, termed apparatus
fear. It is possible that with as few a8 15 CS-US pairings,
the cues for both fear responses did not become well
differentiasted. If this was the case, introduction of the
C3 eould be responsible for elllciting some of the fear or
emotlionaiity which was primarily conditioned te the shock

It is not possible at this time to determine 1
tent to which apparatus fear was present. However, it may
be assunmed that its effect was, at best, minimsl. The
operant training apparatus was very different from the t1it-
cage in a variety of ways such as plexiglass wmalls, light~
ing, menipulandum, etc. When placed in the familiar Skinner
box, each yat began to press the bar immedlately, showing
no signs of overt fear, and it was only upon (5 presenta-
ticns that feer reactions were observed (crouching, jumping,
defecating, ete.).




The reason that Groups E~2h and A~24 had a grester
formation. Mednlck {19‘5?‘) found the seme effect but

That avoidsnce performance
mwmmofwiaamm Jemon

the fact that mean lst, 2nd, and Jrd svoidances for all
groups ocourred on trisls 8, 12, and 15 respectively.
Parthermore, no differences were found between groups for
rate of avoldance lesrning mekmg 41t unld ‘

& m%ﬂi@ m hmane easure, %
are Worwy amm, 1.e., response Incresse, the wnder~
.ying mechan This fact limits the

That foar amagas the stimdus situstion (Miller, 1961) or
_ ~ - ndry systems {Saltz & Asdourien,
Howaver, this notlon is st varlance
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indings 1952; Brady et al., 1953;
MeMichael, 3.965; and the present study. It wss in these
studies that the identicsl CS was used to demons

ption of fear,. It mus that fear Iin-

be concluded

» appropriste direction in ﬁxﬁaw stems from
the work of Hebb {?:;9&»9}4st :

minutes or even longer. This fact would allow for limited
mﬁh of learned responses over time. The asctual mediating
mechanisa, m‘ﬂ’w* 1s not clear. Demny and his assoclates

X‘t is m&ble m these machanisms
for incubation of €S fear. More resesrch is needed to show

fear, mmmmmmﬁmfwg would be
éﬁpemiwh upen internsl stimili, S, which persist after
It is this type of stimulus which, having been









































































