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Abstract

Clinicians have long puzzled over en explanatibn for the develop-
ment and persistence of antisoeisl and self-defeating psychopathic
behavior., Recently several 1nvestigator§, using Cleckley's concep-
tion of psychopathy, have teeted the hypothesis thet faulty fear
conditionability can sccount for psychopathic behavior. Specificelly,
the "condittoned fear hypothesis" has been advanced as an explanetion
for the typical peychopath's repeated failures to consider meaning-
fully theﬁconsequences of his actlons. This hypothesis states that
the psychopath has difficulty conditioning fear to cues preceding s
goxious stimulus. %hus the psychopath does not readily learn to make
avoldence responses, which are Presumably reinforced by fear reduction,
Consequently, socially required inhibitions are not learned, Support
for this hypothesis hes been found using simple conditioning and
choice paradigns,

The purpose of this study was to test whether Ppsychopaths per-
form in a behaviorel cholce situation dn a wey consistent with the
idee that they experience minimel anticipatory anxiety, It w;s felt
that this study would provide needed data for the further suppért and
generslization of a low anxlety conception of psychopathy,

Using Lykken's rationale in the development of the Activity
Preference Questionnaire, rive gnxiety tasks were matched and paired
with five ron-anxiety srousing tasks,vaccording to their degree of
unpleasantness, Twenty-five paychoputhe and 25 nonpéychopaths vere

required to make a choice between each pair, after belng informed
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they had to perform the tasks chosen., The Se were required to
perform each of the tasks selected. Subjects were selected on the
hagis of nominstlons using Cleckley’s criterie of psychopathy and

on the basis or Es' dlagnostic impression frauw reviewing their
records, It was predicted that if e psychopaths were.less anxious,
they vould select significantly mor: of the anxiety tasks than the
nonpsychopaths.

For purposes of comparison with previous studles, several
adqitional meagures of anxiety were taken. For instance, the Ss
were placed in en immediate vs. delayed shock choice situation,
similar to that used by Hare, ILater the MMPI ang Lykxen's ARQ were
administered to obtein additional anxiety comparison measures for
the Ss.

The results suggested that the Psychopaths and nonpsychopaths
differed neither In their choice behavior nor on any of the other
anxiety measures obtained, Thus it was concluded that the psycho-

Paths and nonpeychopeths selected for this study did not differ in

N

anxiety reactivity,
Discussion or the results focused on the subject selection
Procedure and the enxiety measures employed._ It wes concluded‘thet
both tactors are extremely impertant in the interpretetion of thg
results obtained, ~Suggestion was made that tuture research direct
more attention to the effect.of the psychopath's actions on kis
immediate envirorment, rather than just focusing on the presénce or
absence of a complax and roorly defined construct sych as enviz
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Introduction

The conception of psychopethy used in this study {ollows the
description of this personality disorder eas it has been presented
by Cleckley (1964). It hss been proposed by some investigators that
psychopathic behavior carn be explained by the hypothesis that
psychiopaths are less amu:lous than nonpsychopeths (Lykken, 1957;
Schechter & Latané; 106h; Hare, 1965), Their research has concen-
trated on the hypothesized difficulty psychopeths have in condi-
tioning & fear response in evoidance learning eituations. The
rtasks used were simple and the psychopaths were round to leasrn the
avoidance responses less read{ly than nonpsychopethic controls.
Stock was used as the noxious relnftorcer., Such learning presumsbly
requires, tirst, the classical conditioning of & mediating fear
response, tiz avoldance response fhen being instrumentally reinforced
by fear reduction.

This study ettempted to test further end to clarity the hypothe-
sis that low anxiety can eccount ror‘psychopéthic behavior. This
was done by placing selected psychopafhic and nonpsychopathic Ss in
a series of behavioral forced-choice situations. In each case they
were required to choose between an snxiety-laden tesk and a tedlous
or onerous task, matched previously on a dimension of degree of
unpleasantness., Five such cholices were required of eech S. Assuming
that psychopaths are less prone to anxicty, 1t would follow that they

should choose the anxiety-providing alternative more frequently than
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a nonps&chopethtc control group. The experimentsl rationale for this
study is the same as that proposed by Lykken {1965) in the develop-
ment of his forced-choice‘Activity Preference Questionnaire (AFQ), a
paper-sné-pencil instrument used to difterentiate psychopaths from
nonpsychopaths,

In this study, however, fhe Ss were required to actually perform
each of the tasks eelected, They were informed of this before they‘
mede their first choice.

Thus, in one sense, this study can be vieved as an approach to
the construct validation or Lykken's questionnaire., But, in addition,
thg data obtained cen be geen &s adding to the empirical confirmation
or disconfirmetion or the hypothesis that psycaopathic behavior can
be explained by a lack of anticipatory anxiety.

Also, the various tasks selected for this study afforded a
broader sampling of snxiety-srousing stimuli then the simple antici-
pation or shock used in most previous studies. This study was thus
conceived as 8 test of the low anxiety ?ypothesis and its relastion to
psychopathic behavior in a wide range of behavi;ral situations. Such
experimentation was deemed necessary to determine more clearly the
extent to which snxiety, or the lack thereot, intluences the psycho=
path's reections in everyday lite.

Historical Survey of the Concept of Psychcpathic Perscnalicy

Cleckley (1964} has argued for some time that there 1s a distinct,
relatively vell-detined group of disordered antisocial people who heve

been all but overlooked and neglected by psychlatrie vorkers becsuse




their éisprdev was not tully recognized, understoold, or apprecisted.
His spproach has been that or & clinical observer, primarily inters
ested in describing in detall the overt behavioral chsrocteristice of
a troublesome group or antisocisl patients he prefers to call "psycho-
peths". He has argued that the concept of psychopathic perébnaligy
came to include individusls so heterogeneous and personality charac-
teristics so 11l-derined that the label for all practical purposes wes

j rendered meaningless. In an attempt to alter this state of affairs

he descrived his pérsonal experience with numerous caseg in vhich a

clear-cut, circumscribed, and psychiatrically meaningful disorder

wag clinieslly evident. ﬂe further attempted Fo édifrerentiete this

disorder from various other common and obscure Dpsychistric disorders,

His use or the term "psychopath" was thus limited to vetients

possessing.most or all ot the behavioral characteristics vhich he
rel:'vere~1ndicative of this disorder. His e¢rilerias of psychopatay
sprear in a later gection ot this paper.
: ”i:torically thevfirét important mfntion of benavior patterns
related to .the present-day conception of psychoﬁﬂthy wes by Pinel in
. 1801 (Xsvks, 1949), Pinel wrote a trestise on s 4ypes of patient,
h vho was, eccording to him, seriously disordered vhile having no
demonstreble thinking derect or loss of reasoning., ZPinel lsbelled
this syndrome "menie se&ns delire", and he emphesized that although
i the povers of reason remained intact, an emotlonel disturbance was

readily apperent.

A simf{lar disorder was described by Benjamin Rush in an article
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publishud in 1812 (Croft, 1965), In ohservation of such cases he

was impressed by what he called a "derengement of the will," a
condition he felt to be the result of congenital defect. He 1s quoted
by Craft as ﬁaying:

There are many instences of persons of sound
understanding, snd some of uncommon talents who
are affected with this lying fisease in the
will, It di{ffers from e2xculpative, fraudulent
and malicinus lying in being influenced by
none of the motives of any of them. Persons
thue diseased cannot speak the truth upon

and subject,

Rush went on to state, "The moral Taculty, consclence, and sense of
de%ty ére sometimes totally deranged" (Craft, 1965)., Thus, in Rush's
writing we have one of the first attempts to describe the psychopath
independent of other related emotional and oehavioral disturbances,
An Englishman, Pritchérd, writing in 1835, hes been generally

credited with calling professional mgdiéal sttenéion to pesychopatny,
He called the disorder "moral insanity” which he describved as follows
(Cleckley, 1959):

ees the moral and active prindiples of the ming
are strongly perverten or, depraved; the power of
self-goverrment is lost or greetly Impeired and
the individual is found to be incapable not of
talking or reasoning upon any subject proposed
to him, but of conducting himself with decency
and propriety in the business of life,

HRowever, from a description of several cases known to him, 1t is

evident that Pritchard included in this category not only what vduld

today be called psychopaths, but also cases of manic-depressive 111

Bess, pyromania, and kleptomania (Craft, 1565), Only when discussing

8 particulsr subset of cases under moral insanity d4d Pritchard appear
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to be touching on the bchavior disorder observed by Cleckley. o
quote him {Craft, 1505):

T know some exsmples of a still more puzzling
kind, namely where the propsnsity to theft co-
exists with other defectis of morality as witl
a tendency to lying 8né deception, or with z
total recklessnese, The praof of insanity in
such iastances is difficult and obscure,

Following Pritchard it became gensrally sccepted to speak atcut vari-
ous seriously dfsordered antisoccial ;erscnalities as a seperate
psychiatric entity worthy of attention, study, and concerm.

Craft (1965) in his historical review of tine concept of psychopathy
hes, credited Skoe with the extension in 1857 of the concept of "moral
insanity” to alconolic addicts who dexmonstrated "an irnsatiable craving
for stimulents, loss of self-control and & shameless disregerd for
the truth”. This description by Skoe is remsrkebly close to Checkley's
observetions thet many psychopaths drink to excess in additilon to
thelr othe; ag§isocia1 charac{erisiics.

During the latter part of the ninetee£££ é;ﬁtu:y, the use ol the
concept of moral insanity was et times §crongly-discouraged, Zor
instance by Ordronaux (McCord & McCord, 166L), It was felt that the
medico-legal use of such ideas would undermine the trvaditionsi
Christian concept of sin and the very hasis or crlalrel responsibility,
The legal issue of’vhat to do with the psyéhopoth 1s still verj mich
of a problem'toﬁay. Often, as Clécklny has otserved, the psychopathic
orfender 1is méved beck snd forth rrom jeil to hospltel, with all con-

cerned belng puzzled ss to how best to handle him,
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In spite or opposition, the 0ld cetegory of' morsl insanity was
revived and populu;ized under a nevw label by Koch in 191 snd by
Kraepelin in 1915 (Pavtridge, 1930). Thereafter, until recently,
dissimiler types and manifestations of psychopathology were confusing-
1y blended together in the single category or psychopathic versonality.
As 8 consequence, one was never sure what kind of person vss being
referred to when this dilagnostic term was used. Part or this conrusion
wasg probabiy attributeble to the generic meaning of the term psycho-
pathy. As Preu (1944) pointed out, the term came to be used as a
vastebasket'category by many clinlcians when no other suttsble psychi-
at%ic syndrome could be readily disgnosed., This heterogereous group
still included the patients demonstrating behavior once latelled "morsl
insanity"™, but they were often undifrerentiated from otFer neurotic
and personality disorders, According to Preu (194&), this <lagnosis
was made on the basls of exclusion rsther than being based on eny
varticular positive psychiatric symptoms, signs, or behaviorsl charace
teristics being apperent, R

As early as 1491 Xoch had included a wide ;uriety of disorders
in his concept or "constitutional‘psychopethic inreriority”
{Partridge, 1930). Even reactioﬁs now comronly classiried as neuroses
vere included iu this category. His term "constitutionzi” :eriected
the belief of many clinicians oé the time that there was e genetic
defect present in these‘cases. vThis defect supposedly predisposed
afrlicted individuals toward various degrees or behavioral znd socisl

maledjustment In later lire, Even visible stignata of degeneration
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were otten said to be present as outward evidence oi the inner inrer-
fority. '

Many writers, inclding Kraepelin, Schueider, snd ¥shn, aivided
the categor, of psychopethic personality intn numercus subhiypes
(Clecxley, 1964)., Most of these suvtypes hed 1ittle or nothing %o do
with ant{social behavior or "moral" defleciencles. Being purely
deseriptive and rationel!sitic these amccounts otfered no smpirical
evidence to support such extensive and sxhaustive subeategorizing of
psychopethy, It was not at ell evident that these subtypes had any-
thing in common except for vepavioral or emotionsl maladjustment in
th; broadest sense. Such writing merely confused the issue and further
hindered efforts to obtain more empirical observations ot the psycho-
peth’s ectual behavior,

Xshn went to the extreme by making no distinction between psycho-
pathy and neurosis (Preu, 1944). He used the term psychopathic
personslity to apply to any socilal maladjustment whicn deviated frem
normal in vhich there was 9 disproporticnate deyelopment, exaggeration,
or deficlency of the ordinary traits of behavior and itemperament.
Thus, e Cleckley (19G4:) observed, such & viewpoint mipght be an
admirable theory or approach to mental disturbance in general, but
ave 1ittle or nothing to do vwith his conception of the psychopath.

Besides Cleckley, accounts and formulaotions of psychopathy more
closely related to the subject dealt with in this tﬁesis include
those of Pertridge (1930), Hhr;:aﬁ (l9hl);'G;eenacre (l9h§),

Jenkinz (1960), MeCord & McCord {1564), and Doﬁnelly (19606).
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Partridge (1930) introduced the term "sociopeth" to describe
one subcategory under psychopathic personality. Since then this terp
has become increasingly popular. In 1952 it was formally accepted In
place of "psychopath” when & new and revised psychiatriec nomenclature
was introduced (Amer, Paychist. Assoe., 1952). The dezeription listed
under the heeding "socliopathic personality disturbance, antisocial re-
action” 18 closely related to Cleckley's conception of the disorder.:

The description reads as follows:

This term refers to chronically sntisociel
individuals who are always in trouble, profit-

; ing neither from experience nor punishment,
and maintaining no real loyvelties to en
person, group, or code. They are frequently
callous and hedonistic, showing marked
emotional immaturity, with lack of sence of
responsibility, lack of judgment, and an abil-
ity to rationaslize their behavior so that it
appears warranted, reasonable, and justified,

The term includes cases previously class-

ified as 'constitutional psychoratnic
personality'. As defined here the term is
more limited, as well as more specific in its
application.

Changing the term to "sociopath" presumébly sh1ft.. the emphasis to
the fact that the disorder Primexrily reflects the disturbed relation-
ship of the individual to soclety.

Cleckley (1964) recorded his clinical impressions of psychopaths
and attempted to differentiate them from other disordered individuale,
He d1d this by specifying the clinical features he obgerved to be
present in most of the cases he studied. His eriteria of psychopathy

are listed as follows:

1. Superficlal charm snd good intelligence,
2. Absence of delusions and other signs of
irrational thinking.
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3. Absence of "nervousness" and other psycho-
neurotic manifestations,

b, Unreliebility,

9. Untruthfulness and insircerity.

6. - lack of remorse or chame.

7. Inadequately motivated antisocial behavior,

8. Poor judgment ané failure to lesrn from

experience,

9. Pathologic egocentricity and incapacity
for love,

10, General poverty in major affective
reactions,

1l. Speecific loss of insight,

12, Unresponsiveness in genersl interpersonal
‘relations,

13, Fentastic ard uninviting behsvior with
drink end sometimes without.

14, Sufeide rarely cerried out.

. 15, Sex life impevsonsl, trivial, and poorly

integrated.

16. Failure to follow any life plan,

Unfortunately, Cleckley mede few suggestions as to which, if any, of

his eriteria are essential or specific to the psychopethic syndrome,
Fovever he 41@ focus on the psychopathts relative inabllity to appre-
ciate the deep emotional eccempaninents of experience as heing of
ceatral significance,

fxperimental]y-oriunted resea:cher;, notebly Lykken (1957),
Hare (1965; 1956), end Schachter & Latand (1c5%), using Cleckley's

conception of Feychopathy, focused on the "general, poverty in major affec-

tive resctions es the basic charactoristic o Psychopeths™, They

reasoned that the Psychopeth's difficuity 4in conditioning anticipatory
fear responses might well be the core of nis disebility., For ir,
83 they hypothesized, the Fsychopeth 1s elow to condition fear, e

reedy and parsironeous explsnation of his behavior ig at hand,

LykXen (1957) tound that psychepaths demonstrated less avoidance
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of punished responses than a group of nonpsychopaths on a test of
avoldance iearning. TIn other vords the psychopaths eliminated the
shock-reinforced errors on a mental maze learning task at e glower
rate than did the control Ss, As one part of their study, Schachter
& Latané (1954) replicated the results Tound eariier by Lykken using
a mental maze,

Here (1965) demonstrated that psychopaths acquired and generalized
a conditioned-fear response significantly more poorly then did a group
of nonpsychopathic contrbls. The Ss' gslvanic skin response to an
auditory CS paired with shock vas the dependent varisble, In another
study, Hare (1965) found -that in psychopeths the temporzl gradient or
fear arousa) vwas significantly less pronounced than 1t was in a
nonpsychopatﬁic control group, This was measured by GSR activity in
response to enticiration or electric shock. His psychopaths were
also found teo have a significantly lower level of resting skin
conductance than d14 the controls, These data suggested that psyco-
paths are autonomically hyporesponsive, ‘Other siudies, however, using
different rhysiological measures, different subject gelection proce=
dures, and different criteriz of bsychopathy have ohtcined conflicting
results (Eare, 1968),

In testing the hypothesis that psychopaths should seleck delayed
Punishment over immediaste punishment if forced to make a choice, Hare
(1966) obtained additional evidence which supported the view that
psychopaths are less disturbed than nonpsychopaths when it comes to

anticipating future discowmfort. The psychopeths chose the delsyed
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shock more often, fThese results were 1nt§r§reted as supporting the
conditioned fear hypotnesis (Eare, 1966),

Other investigators (Gurvitz, 19L7; Sherman, 1997; and Kingsley,
1960) have presented data suggesting that the psychopath shows no
general learning deficit or inferiority of intellectusl functioning.
Only in avoidance learning studies has the psychopath appeared to
have & learning deficit when compawed to nonpsychopaths. Cleckley's
observation that the psychopath shows no measurable deficit or dis-
order in thinking or verbal reesoning is generelly supported., In
faqt, the psychopath 1s very often clinically described es being
abovévaierage, or even superior, intelleetually,; and he often appears
8s a polsed, dompetent, ang rationally alert person (MacDonald, 1966;
Hankoff, 1961; Bullard, 1941).

MeCord & MeCord (196k) have presented a clinical account of the -
psychopath as an extremely asocial, aggressive, impulsive, and poorly
controlled person, In contrast to Cleckley, they seem to view the
psychopath es being more actively aggressive, rather than passively
disinterested and cnllous, They emphaéize the lovelessness and
guiltlessness of the psychopeth as being his two most important
characteristics, The personel cherm and verbal fluency.of the psycho-
path are not erphasized, althongh they admit that some psychopaths
have these characteristics in eddition to the ones they viev as béing
of cenmtral pathognomonic significance.

In selecting Se for their research, Schachter end Latane (1964)

simplified earlier views and emphasized the two essential features of
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psychopathy to te (1) chronic antisociel behavior, combined with (2)
8 lack of meaningful or deep emotionsl feeling or responsivity,

Primary apd Seccndary Psychevcthy

Kerpman (15u1) argued for the need to difrerentiete two distinc:
elinical types demonstrating psychopathie behavior. He labelleé these
"fdeopathle” or "primary psychopathy” and "symptoustic" or “secondary
psychorethy”., His teeling wes thet the rorumer was constitutional in
origin, vhereas the latter was more or s develommental neuvotlc
resolution or internal conrlict. Eerlier Alexender {1920) had pre-
septed 8 psychoanalytic concention of what he called the "neurotic
charscter” which aprees closely with Karpman's idea or secondary
psychopathy. According to Alsxender's vievpdint, instead or internal-
izing fear and neurotic inatbitions, the sympiomatic Dsychopath is
seen 85 "zeting out" in an attempt to cope with unresolved inper
confliet. Hn-ever, as Cleckley (1964) hes insisted, in many prycho-
paths (Karpman's idiopathic kype) there 1c no discernible underlying
conflict which can be clinically demonstrated. ~Perhaps»as Jenkins
(1960) has suggested, 1t may be very 4ifricult ror people trained
in dynsmie psychiatry to accept the idea that problem behavior can
stém rrom a lack or conflict rathsr than trom excessive inner con-
flict, a rather radical departure trom traditional thinking,

Unrortunately, as rar as overt behsvior is concernzd, 8 rrimary
psychopath 2nd & neurotic psychopeth may appesr to be much the same.
The only Justification for dirferentiation has been largely at the

theoretical level where the primary psychopath is said to have little




or no anxiety or guilt. As Hare (1963) suggests, 1t 1s evident that
differentistion or these two types of psychnpethy hes often been mede only
after careful study to determine if eny neurotic or mctivational Features

"explain” the bahavior. Ir such festures are found

can be found to
then the individual 1is not considered to be a true primery psychopath.
It is obvious that in eny glven case such erforts are facilitated or
kindered by tne completeness of the social history, the relisbility of
the inrormation obtained about the person, &nd by the preconcelvad
blases of the investigstor. However, attenpts at difrerentiation have
begn successful in the screening and selection of comparison groups
for experimentel study, as the results of Hare's, Lykken's and
Schachter and Iatnnéas work have snown. For instance, as reviewed
earlier, the two groups have been found to Giifer in learning to

aveld punisnment,

A Method Developed to Ai1f {n Differentisting Tyoes of Psvchopaths and

to Differentiste Psychopeths from Nonpsvehozaths

As conceptuallizes by Lykken (1957) “tne Activity Preference
Questionnaire (APQ) was decveloped to cifferentiate betveen psycho-
pa;nic 8nc nonpsychopathic persons along a dlmension of anxlety-
resctivity. I% vas sszumen thet primary psycno;uéhs would ve least
subJect to anxiety. The items on this questionneire were ratéd .
along a scale or unpleasentness by 1000 stugent judges anc they were
then matchey ana peired eccoraing to their meen unpleasantnecs values
%o forn a rorced-choice instrument. Most Fairs consist of an snxiety-

arouring or provoking (Pmbarrnﬁsing, frightening, etc.) item Feireqa

o e e
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with a tedious (onerous, distasteful, irritating, etc.) but non-anxiety-
arousing alternative. It has been demonstrated that this questicnnaire
succeeded in differentiating between psychopathic and nonpsychopathie
Ss selected on the basis of other independent criteria (Lykken, 1957,
Schachter & Latané, 1964), Also, factor analysis (Lykken, 1855) sub-
sequently demonstrated that the anxiety items loaded on a coamon factor
of "anxiety-proneness", whereas no common factor loading resulted for
the non-anxiety items. It was concluded that “the scatterd pattern of
onerous endorsement can be interpreted as indicating high anxiety-
proneness rather than high frustration tolerance or any other onerous
factor" (Lykken, 1965). Reliability estimates using the Kuder-
Richardson 20 formula have consistently yielded reliabilities in the
high .80s and low .90s {Lykken, 1955). Consequently this instrument
appears to be a useful tool in the differentiation of psychopaths

and nonpsychopaths.

Antisocial and Dyssocial Psychovpaths

Another distinction is often made between the antisocial and the
dyssorial varieties of psychopathy. As quoted previously, the anti-
social reaction seems to come closest to describing the behavior

documented by Gleckley (1964). In contrast "dyssocial’ behavior is

.. viewed as being a result of the individuals so classified "having lived

all their lives in an abnormai moral environment' (Amer, Psychiat,
Assoc., 1952). Thus the dyssocial person is said to be a "socialized
delinquént" adhéring to the learnmed social code of his respecti#e

subculture, However, in practice, a distinction is probably difficult
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to make between antisocial ané dyssocial personality, since at the
behavioral level individuals of both types may appear to be much the
same. Underlying characteristics such as the presence or absence

of guilt end anxiety provide the key distinguishing differences. For
example, the antisocial personality is described as being far less
capeble of experienning guilt and anxiety, of feeling interpersonal
loyalty, and of having "good" or understandable motivation for his
conduct. Hosever, these personality characteristics are difficult to
agsess without making a clinfcal judgment. Such Judgments sre likely
to be a step removed from the observable behavior and consequently
open to errors in interpretation.

A recent effort to obtain needed empirical data to support a
subcategorization of psychopathy was made by Pappos (1968). He argued
for the valid differentiation of three types of criminals. These he
labelled "neurotic”,”dyssocial”, and "primary" sociopaths. He pro-
posed that his conceptualized dimension of psychopathy paralleled a
dimension of emotional-responsivity or anxiety-proneness. The
neurotic sociopath was vieved as being at one extreme (high anxiety),
the primary sociopath at the other extreme (low snxiety), and the
dyssocisl sociopath wvas seen 8s falling somewhere in the middle of
the contipuum (average or normal anxiety). He predicted that his
groups would differ in showing differential susceptibility to anxiety-
evoking stimulf{. The predicted result was not found as nis groups did
not differ {n their performance on a simple perceptual-motor task

under stress. But 1% was unclear whether this was 8 fair test of his
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experimental hypothesis since his results could have been influenced
by his particulsr subject selection procedure, the technique he used
to test his conception, or by both of these factors. More data was
clearly called for to evaluste empirically his proposed subcategoriza-
tlon of psychopathy and to determine what if any value it might
have for differential treatment and prognosis,

Predictions of the Present Study

It wvas predicted that psychopaths would select significantly
more of the anxiety tasks in a behavioral forced-choice situatlon than
would nonpsychopaths. The rationale behind this prediction was that
the psychopaths were assumed to be less anxious then the nonpsychopaths,

Since it was assumed that psychopaths ars more}y izpulsive than
nonpsychopaths, {t was predicted that the Psychopaths' choice reaction
time (RT) would be significantly less than the RT of the nonpsychopaths.,
This prediction was suggested by frequent references in the literature
to psychopaths' tendency to act before they give full comsideration
to the consequences of their actions. '

Several other measures of anxiety were taken for purposes of
comparison with previous research. It was felt that 1f the psycho-
paths also obtatined significantly lower anxiety scores on these
additional measures stronger conclusions zould be drawn and the
generalizability of positive findings {n the choice behavior experi-
Beat would be greater. Specifically, 1t was predicted that: (1)
the psychopaths would select delayed shock more frequently than the

nonpsychopaths in & replication of Hare's (1966) immediate vs.




17

delayed shock chofce experisment, and (2) that the peychopaths would
; obtain significantly lower anxiety scores than the nonpsychopaths on
: several paper-and-pencil measures of anxiety such as the Aetivity
- Preference Questionnaire, the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale, the

A-Factor Scale; and the Pt scale of the MMPI.
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Pifty inmates at Pendleton State Reformatory in Penlietom,
Indiana were aelqcied ag _S_g for thia study. Tventy-five ngtes
were chosen for each of {wo groups, a psychopathie (P) grmx;‘a §nd a
nonpsychopathic (NP) grqu;p.

The ages and Re;rised Army Beta IQs of the Ss were cbtained from
their records. This information was not available ror_'riv‘e Ss in
group NP and ,tfo; one S in 'group-'P; ”Conaequenﬂy, the mean ages and
mesn IQs of 0;11& 31 01; the Ps and 20 -or the NPs vere cocpared to
determine 1if af-xy group d"ifli'erences existed. The mean age of the Pa
was 23.79 and their mean IQ was 100.29, whereas the méan age of the
NPs wes 25,1 and their mesn IQ was 104.58. The two groups were
found to differ ngither in age (3: 1.06,‘9_{: 42, KS), nor in IQ
(t=1.48, a£= 42, KS). Eight of the Ps (32%) and seven of the NP:
(284) vere Negro.

Subject Selection Procedure

The 50 Ss used in this study were selected using a series of
successive screening procedures which will be described below,
These procedures included (1) original nominations, (2) a reevalua-

tion of the criginal nominees, and (3) dlagnosis of the nominees.

Original Kominations

In connection with a previous investigationt 14 reformatory employees

1., This study was carried out by Akio Ohmori as part of a zraduate

peychology course requirement at Indians University.




G L T

. 19

(counselors, guards, and teachers) had nominated inmates to a psycho-
pathic and a nonpsychopathic group. Ea;h of these employees was
acquainted with many inmates at the reformatory. The nominations were
based on a check list of characteristics corresponding closely to
Cleckley's (1964) criteris of psychopasthy. This check list is shown
in Appendix A. The nominators had beeﬁ requested to name (1) inmates
who had most or all of these characteristics and (2) inmates who
possessed few or none of the characteristics. At no time was the
term "psychopath™ used in comnection with this nomination procedure.

+ This original nomination procedure resulted in the nominationm of
over 200 inmates, of whom 104 were named only to group P and 106 only
to group NP2.

Reevaluation of Original Nominees

This reevaluation was undertaken several months after Qhe
original nomination procedure, At the time 4O of the inmates origin-
ally nominated were ho longer at the reformstory. The purpose of
this procedure was: (1) to obtain data‘on the internsl consistency
or 1ntra-non1n;tor agreement of the nominatora,'(2) to get some
estimate of 1nte;-pom1nnt9r agreement on the nominees, and (3) to
obtain {nformstion concerning the presence or absence of each of
the éheck 11st characteristics for each of tbeboriginal nominees.

) iach nominator was first shown the entire list of original

nominees and was asked to place each name in one of four categoriés.

2. Only efght inmates were nominated to both groups.




These four categories included {1) P=feel inmate possesses most or
a1l of th= check list characteristics, (2) NP =feel inmate possesses
few or none of the listed attributes, (3) N=know inmate but do not
fcel he belongs in either of the first two categories, and (4) DK=
do not know {mmate., After the completion of this task each nominator
was given a list consisting of the nemes he had originally contributed.
His task was to indicate which of the charscteristics on the check
1ist he felt vere descriptive of each of these inmates. Details
of the imstructions given to the nominators and the important
results conceruing intra-nominator agreement, inter-nominator sgree-
ment, and the check list characteristics results are presented in
Appendices B, C, D, and E respectively.

Using the results of this reevaluation a pool of 70 potentisl
peyc‘hopathic. and nonpsychopathis Ss was drawn by selecting inuates
who were reassigned to the same category by the originsl nominators,
and wvho, in addition, were placed in that seme category by several .
othef naminators. )

Diagnosis of Rominees

This was the final step of the selection process. The reform-
.tofy records of the pool pf T0 potential gs were reviewved by E vho
w:u unavare of the group membership of these inmates. In each csse
E made an ix;dependent diagnosis of the presence or absence of
pasychopathy based upon (1) data related to institutional adjustment,
(2) data related to adjustment prior to incarceration, (3) information

in the record concerning the inmate's capebility to form meaningful
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interpersonal relationahips and to experience emotional attachments
and (4) evidence of recognizable or understsndable motivation for
antisocial acts, Unfortunately, information necessary to estimate
motivation and emotional attachments was often not reported., In
geaeral, inmates whose records reported more evidence of chronic
behavioral maladjustment both inside and outside the reformatory
were diagnosed as psychopaths. Inmates whose records indicated com-
paratively less evidence of such difficulties were called nonpsycho-
pathic. Potential Ss were not necessarily di{squalirfied from consider-
ation if E's diagnosis did not agree with the inmate's group member-
ship based upon the nominations.3 This was especially the case
when the previous nomination data was consistent and decidedly-in
the other direction. Consequently there were Ss selected for the
study on the bax_;is of the nominstion dats alone. Diagnosis by E vas
thus not & necessary requirement for selection.

Summary of Subject Selection Procedure

On the basis of the steps described above the 50 Ss best
qualified for the two groups were selected for the study. Since the
cooperation of a few of these Ss could not be obtained and since

a few of these Ss were in solitary lockup and unavailable for partici-

pation in the study, the next best qualified Ss available were substituted

in the final selection. A presentation of the important selection data

3. An overall agreement of 73% was found between E's diagnosis and
the group assignment of the 7O potential Ss whose records were
revieved..
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and check 11st characteristics of these 50 §s 13 shown in Appendices
F and G.

Task Selection Procedure

The purpose of this procedure was to pair anxiety-arouging tasks
with tasks arousing n§ anxi=ty, the tasks having beesn matched
according to degree of unpleasantness. The‘steps carried out in
obtaining this end result were: (1) preselecting a list of tasks
intuitively felt to be unpleassant because they either evoked anxiety
or were Otherwise distasteful, (2) obtaining independent ratings
conterning the reason these tasks were unpleasant, and (3) obtaining
rafings of the degree of ﬁnpleasantness of these tasks. Both
psychologists and inmate raters participated in steps two and three
of this procedure,

Preselection of Tasks

First, 8 preliminary list of 52 unpleasant tesks was created.
An attenpt was made to include tasks which could be performed in sn
experimental situation. Tasks were 1ncl;ded which were felt to be
unpleasant because they elicited either physical or social anxiety or

because they were onerous or tedious.

Determination of the Reagon Why the Tasks were Unpleasant

Pourteen peychologistah and 13 nev inmates at the reformatory
vere agked to place each of the 52 preselected tasks in one of five

different descriptive categories. The tasks were placed in one of

b, "Pen of these 1k raters vere clinical psychology interns. The
four remaining raters were professionsl clinical psychologists.
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of the following categoriza: (1) physical anxiety, (2) social
anxtety, (3) tedious, (4) onerous, or (5) unpleasant because of a
combination of the above reasons. The 1natructiona‘ given to the
raters and a list of the 52 tasks 1s shown in Appendix H. For the
inmate raters these instructions were simplified and read aloud by
E vith examples being given of tasks fitting each-of the categories.
Tasks were considered for final. selection and use in the experiment
for wvhich there was consistent agreement concerning the reason the
task was unpleasant, Agreement was good concerning which tasks
arpused anxiety and which tasks did not, However, there was some
disagreement withim these categories. For instance, the irmate
raters especially disagreed among thems;:lves coacerning whether
particulsr non-anxiety-arousing tesks were tedious or onerous.

Determinaticn of the Degree of Unpleasantness 'or the Tasks

In order to pair anxiety tasks with tedious or onmerous tasks,
matched for degree of unpleasantness, ratings were cobtained from ten
clinical psychology interns and from 106 unselected inmates enrolled
in the educstional program at the reformatory.

‘ All raters were instructed to rate the 52 unpleasant tasks and
an additional 25 pleasant tasks along 8 nine-point Thurstone rating
scale., This scale ranged from a rating of one (extremely plemsant)
through five (task is neither pleasant nor unpleasant) to & rating
of nine (extremely unpleasant)., The rating instructions were simpl{-
fied and read aloud to the inmate raters. Examples vere givet; and

some of the tasks were visually demonstrated to the inmates. Instead

23

of assigning numbers to the tasks, the immates merely had to check along
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8 line scale divided into sections numvered from one to nine as each
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% task was read aloud to them, to indicate how pleasant or unpleassnt
they felt each task to be.

; The results of the ratings of the peychologists and the inmates !

o | indicated good agreement. A measure of the inter-relstionship
betwveen the psychologists' and the inmates' ratings of degree of
unpleasantness for the unpleasant tasks was computed using the product-
moment correlation coefficient. A correlation of .773 was cobtained

(a£=50, p. €.01).

. Final Selection and Pairing of Tasks

The imnmates' ratings of degree of unpleasantness were used to

match anxiety and non-anxiety tasks as closely as possible. Six

iy e e s

pairs of tasks waich seemed practical to arrange and set up in an
experimental situaticn vere then selected for use in the experiment.s Q
A description of these tasks is presented in Apﬁendix J. 1In each 5
case, except one, a social or physical anxiety task was matched with 4
a tedious task or onerous task, The reAaining task pair consisted X
of & tedious task matched with an onercus task.

i Procedure g

The experiment was carried out in a spacious well-lighted room

within the valls of the reformatory. Two inmate clerks assisted E in

contacting Ss, obtaining their cooperation, scheduling appointments,

{
i
a4

and in helping E in all parts of the procedure which required assis-

tants.
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5. A preliminary pilot study provided supportive evidence that the
tasks were evenly matched and that the instructlons to be reud to
the Ss were clear and understandable.
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Upon entering the experimental room, S was seated and read the
following iﬁstructions:

You'll get two packs of cigarettes for being :
in this experiment. I'll give them to you as !
soon as we're finished. I'm interested in find- :
ing out hov people make difficult decisiomns. I
am going to give you several choices. In each
case you must decide which of two things you
wvant to do. For instance, say you have a choice
between getting a peck of cigarettes and a
quarter. If you could have onme, but not both,
which would you take? OK- now I'll give you two |
unpleasant things to chwose between. From nov on, i
what you choose to do ybu must really do. Do
you understand? Remember, I'm going to have
you really do what you pick. You must pick
one of them. Pick the lesser of two evils as

v far as you are concerned, Any questions? OK-
no more questions, Here's the first pair of
things you have to choose between.Ssy "I'm ready"
as soon as you've made up your mind. Listen ]
carefully... ’ ;

The first two fasks were then read aloud to S as E said, "Either

you have t0 ... or you have to ...". Using a stop watch E recorded

g

-the time it took S t; make each choice.

After S had performed the task chosen; the next task pair was
introduced by E saying, 'OK-~ﬁere sire t;o mo;e Unpleasant tasks you
heve to‘chooae between"”., Each S weis given the six pairs of tasks in’
a different randam order. o :

When S had ;elected and performed the sixth end final task he
was taken over to the shock appar;ﬁus and he was resd thece additional

1nstruction56:

6. The shock apparetus, procedure, snd instructions used {n this part
of the study vere similar in all importent reapects to those des-
crided by Hare (1966).
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OK- now I want to find out_how much shock

you are willing to accept.! (E then detérmined
how much shock S was willing to accept by
turning the shock up one step at a time, After
S indicated that he wished it turned no higher,
he was further instructed): OK- now place your
free hand in front of the two keys you see in
front of you and midwey between them, Your task
is simply to press one of the keys whenever

you see this light come on (E demonstrated

the pilot light situated on the panel which
separated S from g); Depending on which key

you press you will receive either an immediate
shock »r the same shock after a ten second delay.
(Cards had been placed behind each key informing
S which key stood for each of these two choices).
The shock will be no higher than that which you
told me was your limib, OK- now press the key which
says "immediate shock' and I'll show you what that
means. OK--pow press the key marked "shock de-
layed for ten seconds" and I'll show you what
that means., OK- here we go. Remember whenever
you see the light come on press one of the two
keys. The choice is up to you.

In keeping with Hare (1966), six free-choice trials were then given

kyitﬁ gbout a 30-second intertrial interval., The effects of possible

position preferences were cohtrolléd by having the‘immediate shock
assocliated with the 1eft.key for one-half of the §§ and with the
right key for the remaininé Ss.. I

After S had made his six choices he was asked several questions
concérning his impressions of the experiment, and whether he would
be willing to complete two paper-and-pencil. questionnaires at a
later date. He was then given his cigarettes and dismissed.

Approximately two weeks after the completion of the experimental

study, E's assistants sent out requests for the Ss to return to cdmplete

7. No differences were found between groups in the intensity of shock
the Ss szlected as their limit. These results were in agreement
with Hare's, who also found no difference between his groups in
the intensity of shock the Ss were willing to accept.
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the ARQ and the MMFI, Half of the Ss were called for esch of two
group .-ﬂ:niniatratlons.a
All Ss completed the APQ first and then they were glven the MMPI.

Lykken's APQ 15 shown in Appendix K. No time limits were imposed.

During these sessions assistance in answering quénions and clarifying

the written instructions was provided by E's t<o assistants.

8. Or the 50 8s only 18 of the Ps and 18 of the NPs returned to
participate. The remaining Ss either did not vish to cooperate,
or they were otherwise unavailable because they were in solitary
lockup or had been paroled during the time interval between
the experiment and the later testing.
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Results

Task Choice Experiment

It was predicted that Group P would select more anxiety tasks
than Group NP, The mean number of anxiety tasks chosen by Group P
vas 2.84, with a variance of 1.73 and a range of from one to five
sanxiety tasks selected. For Group NP the mean was 2,52, the variance
1.61 and the range from zero to five, The means of the two groups
vere not found to differ significantly (t—.857, df=148).

, Om four of the five pairs of tasks containing an anxiety task,
more Ss in Group P than in Group NP chose the anxiety task. The
proportion of Ss in the two groups chaosing each anxiety task was com-
pared using Chi Square tests. None of the differences in proj:ort!.ons
wvas found to be significant at the .05 level. The results >shov1u3
the number of Ss in each group selecting each of the five anxiety tasks
is shown in Table 1.

Choice Reaction Time * "

The prediction was made tha%t the peychopaths would have a lover
choice reesction time than the nonpsychopaths., The mean total reaction
time of Group P was 4bi.b seconds and the mean of Group NP wvas 47.6
These means were not found to be significantly different (t-—.336,
ar =48).

Comparison of Groups on Additional Anxiety Measures

% was predicted, as Hare (1966) had demonstrated, that the

psychopaths would cticose delayed shock more frequently than the
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- i Table 1
Mumber of Ss in Groups P and NP selecting
each of the anxiety tasks
Wumber of Anxiety Tasks Selected
Board Shock Reading
Pendulum loaded Cigarette Walk Another Sentences
] P 20 1 b 1b 9
Group
Np 17 1 13 18 L
&
Totals 37 25 27 32 13
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nonpsychopaths in a forced chofce s{tuation. It was foumnd that only 13
of the total of 50 Ss selected the delmyed shock one or more times out
of six trials. Of those Ss selecting delsyed shock 10 vere in Group P
and three vere in Group NP, Thus, LO% of the Ps chose delayed shock
at le‘ast once a3 compared to 12% of the NPa. The proportion of Ss

in etch group selecting delayed shock was compared using a Chi Square
test and the groups were not found to differ significantly (:_(2: 3.74,
g_r_::l). Although not significant the results wers in the expected
direction. Only six Ss. chose the delayed shock on more than one trial.
All of these Ss were im Group P.

3 The mean 8cOres ¢f Group P and Group NP vere not found to differ
significantly on any of the other anxiety questionnaire me'aaures. The
maﬁ of the two groups are presented for inspection in Table 2,9

In order to determine the relationship between the Ss' choice be-

havior during the experiment and their questionnaire responses, Goodman
and Kruskal’s gamma statistic was computed as a measure of assoclatioa.
This statistic 18 described by Hays (1963) as a measure of association
in ordered clasges and it hag a aimple‘ probabilistic interpretation.
These statistice are reported in Table 3. None of these indices of
sssociation was found to be significant., Tsken together, the negative

coefficients indicate only » minimal, ncasigniricant tendency for high

¥

9. 8ince only 36 of the original 50 Ss participated in this testing
the results found between the two groups should be interpreted
cautiously. In particular the measures of association between
the S's choice behsvior and the questionnaire scores may have been

different {f all Ss had participated in the paper-end-pencil
testing.
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Tadle 2

Means of Groups P and NP on the AFQ, the TMAS,

A-Factor, and Pt Scales i

Group P Mean Group NP Maap !
AR 29,5 30.4
™As? 14.6 15.9
A-Factor 14.3 13.1
Pt Ecale 14,9 13.1

v
1. K =18 for both groups.

2. N =12 for Group P and N =16 for Group NP for the TMAS,
A-Pactor, and Pt scales from the MMPI,
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' Teble 3 .-
Gamma Statistice Shoving the Relntion Betwveen
. AN
8s8' Behavior in the Task Cholce Situation
end their Scores on the Questionnaires
B AR Scoresl T™AS Scores® A-Factor Scrires Pt Scores
vs \ vs vs
Chotce Scores Choice Scores Choice Scores Choice Scores
-.18 -.09 -.3k -.23
r
1. Total N=36 for ARQ.
2. Totel N=28 for TMAS, A-Factor, and Pt Scales. .
r’ -
i
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scores on the anxiety scales to be relsted to & lov Humber of anxiety

task selections- during the experiment. These coefficlents were, how-

¢éver, in the expected direction {n each case.

i -Task Chotcss of Reconstltuced Groups

The subject sclection procedure placed most emphasi{s on the
original nominati::ﬁs and the resvaluation of the nominees by reforma-
tory’»peraox_ui‘el untrained in the area of clintcal psychology or.
péychlat;'y. Héve-.vcr, the ‘inydependent diagnoses based on the Ss!
reformstory records vere made dy E, vho had training ia clinical
pay;hol_ogy. It vas therefore decided to make additfonsl comparisons
bytween the" groups, reconst,ltu@ed'_a_'q hoc, which plac;;i'great‘er exphe~
eis on E's disgnoses of the Ss. This wvas done becmme. ’it was agsumed
that E's diagnoses might result in a more valid differentistion of
psychopaths and nonpaychopaths. v

Ptr.-t, a3 addittonsl ad hoc comparison vas made between the two
groups, including only tb'c:;c Ss in groups P and NP who had qualified
for thelr respective groups both by: (1) the nom{netion procedure,

and (2) by diagnosis. As a result six ‘Ss were eliminsted from the
original P group (those Ps who had been diagnoses as NP) and 10 Sa
vere eliminated from Group NP (four KPs who were di{agnosed as Ps and
six NPe for whom no diagnosed vere made) These reconstituted groupe
thus contatned 19 Ps and 15 NPs. ¥Yor these new groups the mean number
of snxiety tasks selected vas 2.95 for Group P and 2.20 for Group NP.

These means wers not found to be statistically elgnificant (E:LG&,

. : ar=32),
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(lext, nnotha'r 8d hoc comparisom was carried out, including in Group
.P only those Ss dil.gnoaedAas "psychopathic” by E, and anvluding in
'Group iP gg;x those Ss for th.a 'nonpaychopathicf‘ diagnos{s was made.
In these reconstituted groups, tix NPs (_E_J'a diagnosis) were switched

from Group P to Group NP, four Ps (E's diapnosis) were changed from

" Group NP to Group P, and the six S8 in Croup NP for whom no diagnosis

vas made were eliminated from consideration. These reconstituted groups
consisted of 23 Ps and 21 KPs. The neanbnu.mber ot“unx‘iety tagks

chosen by these new groups was 3.09 for Group P and 2.29 for Group NP.
These means vere found to be significantly different (5:2.09, af = b2,

) 2N5). Therefore, reconstituting the groups on the ;msis of diagno-
818 alocv the predicted result was obtafned. These "psychopaths"
selected significantly more of the saxiety tasks than did these "non-
payt;hopaths". Caution must be exercized in interpreting this difference
because the groups vere recomstituted 8d koc. Caution 1s further
itdicated by the fact that additional comparisons betweep thege new
groups in the Lﬁmediate vs. delayed shock'utluation 8nd on the anxiety

questionnaires were not found to be significmft.
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Discussion -

; In this study two groups, nominated by reformatory personnel on

it

T el

the basis of the presence or absence of specified psychopathic

e

enrlcteiistice, were not found to differ in their anxi_ety choice

P ..th‘vior or on several additional messures of anxiety. Inmates

——

scoring high and lov on the various measures were found in both

groups. Itv had been predicted, primarily on the basis of Uleckley's
clinical observations and on the résults of several previous experi-
mental studtes, that psychopathic criminals would not find anxiety-
ﬁ . laden tasks to be as unpleasant as would a group of nonpsychopathic

I‘ controla‘. The predictions were not upheld. However, before one

; ) accepts the conclusion that this study presents eyidence against the
| notion that psychopaths are less anxious than nonpsychopsths, several

aspects of the study must be carefully examined.

Selection of Psychopsths and Nonpsychopaths

% . It could be argued that the subject Qeleccion procedure used in
4' this study wvas inadequate in that it did not result in a clear-cut,
valid dlfferéntiatlon between psychopathic and nonpsychopethic offen-

ders. Earlier investigators found significant differences between

psychopaths and nonpsychopaths on the ARQ and in the choice of immedi-
ate ys. delayed shock (Lykken, 1957; Schachter & Latané, 1964; Hare,
1966'). Such differences vere not found in this otudy. These findings
suggest that the selection procedures may not have beea comparable.

In defense of the selection procedure used in this study, it is

notevorthy that both {ntranominator &nd internominator agreement were

35
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scceptable. In general, Ss originally placed in onme group were placed
ia the same group during the reevaluation by the original nominator.
Also different nominators 4id appear to agree, overall, in thefir
assigmment of the Ss to the two groups, In addition, 1t vaa‘evidsnt
that peycboﬁathic nominses were viewed as having many more of the check

1ist characteristics than did the nonpsychopathic nominees, It can

be concluded that, overall, P nominees vere inmates who {umpressed the
nominators as being behaviorally_maiadjusted in many ways. This vas

not true of the NP nominees, They were geen as being much better

adjusted within the reformatory eavironment.

v However, one can argue that the presence of additional more

subtle characteristics may be nscessary to differentiate individuals

with true, classicel, psychopathic disorder from those with related

severe antisocial reactions. Such traits may not have been properly

emphasized on the check 1list, or taken into sccount by the nominators.
Moreover, psychopathic characteristics such as extreme callousness,
emotional indifference, lack of sense of guilt, and absence of under-

astandable purpose or motivation for antisocial acts may be very

difficult to infer and rate., Professional clinical psychologists. and

pesychiatrists may be needed to assess the presence or absence of such

characteristics accurately. In the present stuly the nominators vere

untrained observers and, according to commente made by same of them,
they were dealing with the "good guys" versus the "bad guys" i{n the
reformatory. Thus it appeared that some of the nominators nominated
institutional troublemakers to Group P and institutional conformists

to Group NP, There i{s a question whether such nominations should be
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considered & good procedure to use in the differentiation of psychopaths
and nonpsychopaths,

Teking only E's diagnosis into account in the sssigneent of Ss to
groups, the predicted results were obtained in the task cholce experi-
ment. However, as noted earlier, these ad hoc groups did not differ
on the other anxiety measures, thus limiting the conclusions that could
be dravn from these additi{onal results. In this, hovever, there was
fdund same support f&r the idea that trained, clinical observers may
be better able to select and differentiate psychopaths from nonpsycho-
psths {n & reformatory population. The degree to which professional
nominators would {mprove the selection would unijoubtedly depend on how
well these trajned observers knew the potentiml Ss involved and how
complete the records on these Ss were.

" Pravious studies (Schachter & Latané, 1964; Hare, 1966; and Hare,
i968) reporting significant results betweea Isychopaths &nd nonpsycho-
paths on anxiety-related measures, did require the nominations of their
Ss to be made by professionals, such as clinical psychologists and
prison psychiatrists. Cou.equently, th; difference in the selection
procedures used may have had some besring on the different results
obtained in the present study.

Also, perhaps this study was in error im not attempting to define
tile positive characteristics of nonpaycbopz§a in a more precise way.
Previous tnvestigators, for example Lykken (1957), made a specisl
sttempt to select & "neurotic” or "anxious” comtrol group against which

to contrast the behavior of their "primary” pcyehopithn. This study,
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in defii:.ing Group NP by & process of exclusio?x, probably did not
optimize the chances qr\seiectipg extreme groupe. Rather, the groups
actually selected cax; be described as.differing only in degree on the
. characteristics listed on tbe‘ cfxeck 1ist. Additional evidence for
the questionable ma_ke¥up of Group NP was the poor inter-nominator
agreement for tk;e NP nominees (56$) in comparison with that of the
Group P nominees. (Ssi). ‘ v

This study also suffered from the handicap of having many of the -
original Group P and NP nominees no longer availai:le for use. This
was due to :the 'iengt'ny lapse of time between tbé original nominetions
;nd the actual execution of this study. About one-fifth of the original
nomineés had been either transferred, dischérged, or paroled- during
this time. A disproportionate number of these original nominees were
members 61’ the nonpsychopethic group and had been paroled. As &
result, it was difficult to find enough qualified NP nominees for the
atudy. '

However, despite tvhese criticisms, it was evidentk that a sample
of Ss demonstrating marked and severe antisocial behavior and attitudes
did not significantly differ from @ sample of Ss nmot so blatantly
mh;ljuated, on the various measures of anxiety reactivity used in this
study.

Measurement of Anxiety Reactivity

Another point to be examined is the extent to which the measures
of anxiety used in this study can be considered valid indices of the
underlying construct they proport to measure. It appeared fram the

task selection data that the paired tasks did differ in their capacity
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to arouse anxiety, vhile being similar in their degree of unpleasant-
ness. But the question ;:en be raised as to whether the peired tasks
differed consistently on any other dimensions, The anxiety-arousing
tasks by and large took less time to perform that the non-anxiety-laden
tasks. Some Ss indicated that they selected some tasks primarily
becausé 1t would take less time to perform them. Also, some of the Ss
stated that they looked upon the snxiety tasks as more challenging,
whereas they viewed the non-anxiety tasks as being mox;e humiliating
and degrading. How zuch such additional factors entered into the ss!
decision making is unknown. In general, however,.the tasks used in
this study were felt to represent a sample of behavioral tasks differ-
ing primarily on an anxiety dimension.

The replication of Hare's (1966) study of delayed vs. immediate
shock was done in order to obtain an additional measure of anxiety
reactivity and to determine if the Ses selected for this study ;lere
comparable to his psychopaths and nonpeychopatvhs. Hare's psychopaths
chose the delayed shock 4l4,5% of the time, whereas his nonpsychopaths
chose it only 12.7% of the time. In gez;erel, all Ss selected for this
study chose the immediate shock much more frequently. The Ss in
Group P chose the delsyed s“ock only 1k.7% of the time and the Ss in
Group NP chose it only 2 of *he time. Thus it appeared that the Ss
selected for this study differed markedly from Hare's Ss in their
preference for immediate shock. Although tf:ia study obtained results
in the expected direction, in that more psychopaths chose delayed
shock, it was not evident that the psychopaths as a8 group were uncon-

cerned over waiting for the shock. No Ss made co'mments like those

N
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reported by Bare's subjects to the effect that "waiting for the
occurrence of delayed shock bothered them very 1ittle". On the con-
trary, many Ss in both groups commented that they desired to "get it
over with as quickly as possible.” Thus it appeared that within the
sample of Ss selected for this study only a small minority behaved
in s way suggestive of faulty fear conditionability or minimal enxiety
reactivity. Two of the most extreme cases of "psychopathic
’peraonality', Judged on the basis of both nominations and diagnosis,
showved obvious fear and marked apprehension over receiving the
electric shocks. These results seem to cast some doubt on the theory
thdt low anxiety or lack of fear is the basis for many severe cases
of "peychopathic behavior.” Although some chronic offenders may be
emotionally calilous or indifferent to fear, this did not appear to
hold trues in the majority of such behavior disorders.

It vas also of interest that the two groups did not differ either
on Lykken's AFQ nor on three additional paper:and-pencil measures of
anxiety. High and lowv scores on all these scales were found in both
groups. Some may argue that the TMAS, ;nd perhaps the other MMPI
measures, are not v;ry good measures of anxiety. Assuming this to be
true, it 1s not too surprising that the two groupes did not difteé on
these measures, However, it is interesting that the APQ did not
luccged in differentisting the groups as it has in previous studies
(Lykken, 1957; Schachter & Latan;, 1964). Since the APQ was also not
found to be related significantly to thé behavioral task cbé;ceu of
the 8s, this study casts some doubt om its construct validity as a

measure of anxiety reasctivity. More research is certainly called for
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to evaluate further the usefulness and validity of this instrument.

Toward 8 Conception of Psychopathy

There c_utrently appear to be two Zifferent vievs concerning
vhich individuals should be labelled psychopathic (or sociopathic) and
vhich individuasls should not. One g:oup of observers, including
Cleckley and researchers influenced by his ideas, limit the use of
the ladbel to cases demonstrating, not only repeated disregard for social
conventions and the rules of fair play, tut also & pervasive emotional
callousness and indifference to the feelings and needs of others. The
other group, exemplified by Robins (1966), apply the la.bel much more
broadly, the diagnosis being less spesific in {ts application. The
basic differcace seems to be that the "Cleckley peychopath” is described
as lacking in emotional depth, being unmoved by the feelings which
motivate other people.. Only individuals having this characteristic
to 'a marked and recognizable degree are viewed by the Cleckley group
a8 being true psyci:opatha in the classical semse. The other criteria
€ psychopathy are relegated to secondary importance. In fact many
researchers in this gruup have used the .traie of emotional hyporeactiv-
ity, reinterpreted more narrovly as a lack of anxiety, as an "explana-
tion"™ for the other common psychopaihic characteristics observed by
cliniclens. '

Iastead of focusing only on the hypothesis that the psychopsth's
behavior is a result of an absence of anxiety, it would perhape be
more beneficial to look at the effect vthe psychopath's behavior has
on his immediate enviropment. Perhapal the oft-cited psychopathic

traits, such as irresponsibility, deceitfulness, and manipulation,



are not the result of lov anxiety, but are instead tools used either

to reduce or avoid imuediate anxiety or to obtain immediste positive
reinforcements, The psychopath's use of psychological defense
meclhisnisns such as denial, rationalization, and projection may serve
similsr functions. In the extreme, classical cases of payckzopathxc'
personelity perhaps such behaviors may have developed into highly
successful, habitual, and self-perpetuating ways of pathological
adaptation. Such individuals, with reinforced experience, come to

develop confidence in their ability to reduce immediate anxiety and/

&2

or obtain immediate gratification. Such behavior may pay off repeatedly,

and be overlearned, so that in time the individual may appear to be
snxiety deficieat. These psychopathic "coping atrategies" could be
expected to be resistant to change in groportiom to the extent thst
they have been reinforced during the individual's life history. Ia
the case of other chronic antisocial individuals, who appear more

anxiocus and uncomfortabls, it can be !upothesiized that their "coping
strategies”™ are either loaing their effectiveness or they have not

been as well-learned u3 in the "clapsical” cases.
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Appendix A

8election Check List

1. Do not include in either group anyone who is of much below
R { average intelligence.

2. Do mot include in group A:

a) anyone who 1s obviously mentally 111, that is, who
has delusions or gives evidence that he hears or sces
things that others do not.

b) anyone who is either very nervous much of the time,

) or vho has strong irrational fears, or who worries
‘} a great deal, or who is depressed much of the time,

Nominate people for Group A who have most of the following
characteristics,

Nominate people for group B who have none or very few of these
characteristics, . .

1. Superficial charm. o
2. Poor judgment and failure to learn by experience,
3. Unable to appreclate how others feel about him or his actions,
h, Llack of remorse or shanme. :
S. Self-centered and incapable of love or affection.
_ : ; 6. Llack of strong emotional reactions.
- . - T+ Ugreliadle,
. 8. Untruthful and insincere.

9. Antisocial actions commitied for small stakes and under

great risks of baing discovered.
10. Does not respos’d to consideration, kindness, or trust.
11. Engages in malicious pranks.
12, Sex life {mpersonal, casual, and nonselective,
13. Pailure to follow any life plan.

esied 4‘1iilll-r—*
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Appendix B
Instructions for the Reevaluation of Nominees.

Another study is being planned using the inmatea nominated several
months ago to Group A and Group B on the basis of a selection check
11st of personality characteristics. These instructions éoncern a
refinement of the original rating procedure. You will remember that
inmates were 1o be nominated for Group A If they possessed most or
811 of the characterist{cs. Inmates were to be nominated for Group B
1f they possessed Tew or none of the list characteris®ics. A list
(of these characteristics is included to remind you what they vere.
Part 1 Attached to those instructions 1s s 1ist of all inmates
noninated to both groups A and B. Only a few of these inmates were
originally nominated by you, I would like you to look at each name
on the list and after each name placc one of the following classifica-
tion marks: ‘

A means whether or not you originally nominated

T this person td Group A you feel he does qualify
for Group A,

(1]

means whether or not you or!ginally nominated
this person to Group B you feel he does qualify =
for Group B. :

(Thus your As and Bs will include persons you originally nominated
and new additional names which you did not think of or which you
have gotten to know since the original nominations were taken.)

¥ (or neither) means you know the immate but you
feel he does not qualify for eicher Group A or
Group B. .

DK (or don't know) means you do not know the inmate,
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- Appendix B {continued)

Part II I would now like you to place the name of each inmate you
originally nominated at the top of & copy »f th; selection check list,
Now eircle the nuamber of cach descriptive statement you feel is
characteristic of the inmate being considered.. Next, will you under-
line the three characteristics which you‘ feel are most descriptive of
esch Group A nominee considered and the three least descriptive of
each Group B nominee considered.

Only through your cooperation can this study be a succees, Z‘be
validity of the resu;tu will depend upon the dlffereniial' selection
of inmates meeting the criteria for Groups A and B. Also, the
information you give us at this time will help us to better clarify

the individusl characteristics of each of the original nominees.

Thank you.
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Appendix C
Results of Intranominator Agreement Study

If an inmate was placed 'in the same category & second time by
the nominator who had originally nominsted him, when his name vas
reconsidered, this was counted &s an agreement., If an inmate Jas
useigneé to any of the other threec categories during the reevaluation,
this was counted 8s a disagreemeat.

Overall, fatranominator agreement of inmates originally nominated
to Group P vas T8%. The agreement of inmates originally placed 1in
Group KNP vas 75%. Overall intranominator agreement of 811 nominees
vas 764.

‘ The intranominator agreement of the individusl naminators r;nged

from 508 to 1008. Serious disagreements, that is, foutnator switches

from P to NP an? from NP to P totaled to only %. Other intranoaminator
disagreements consisted of switchea from P and NP to the "don't know" or the
"do not feel he belongs in either group" categories.

The intranominator agreement fig\;res obﬁiined ‘vere felt to indicate
acceptable internsl consistency, especially since the reevalustion of
the nominees took place seversl months eft‘ex- the original nominations,
This conclusion is also supported by the fact th&t the nominators were
given more than the two original categories to use during reevaluation,
and they were not reminded which inzates on the overall 1list they

themselves had previously nominated during Part I of the reevaluation

procedure,
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Appendix D

Results of Internominator Agreement Study

| Given that an inmate was nominated to Group P or Group HP, what
proportion of the 14 nominators who knew him placed him tn the group

to which he was originally nominated. This was determined by dividing
the total number of nominsators placing the inmates in their original
groups by the total number who indicated that they know them well
enough to categorize them as P, NP, or "neither" du}ing the reevaluastion
procedure. For example, if only three of 1% nominators indicated they
knewv sn inmate and if two of these called him P {the group to which he
had originally been nominated), then the agreement would be 67%.

Using this procedure the combined overall internominator agreezent
for all original Ps was 85%, wheress the agreement for all original
¥Ps was only 56%. All nominees included (except those originally
nominated to both groups), the internominator agreement waa 72%.

These results suggested thet agreement vas good across nominators

as to which inmates should be called Ps. However, there was marked

disagreement among the nominators as to which inmates should te cslled

NPs. Apperently the nominators were better able to agree on the group
i placement of inmates whom they felt met the check list criteria than
t they were at agreeing io inmates demonstrating, in their opinion, an

absence of the listed characteristics.
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Appendix E
Check List Characteristics of the Entire Sample

Of the original nominees, 101 of the Ps and 101 6f the NPs were
re4ed ss to the presence or absence of each check list charascteristic.
In this pert of the procedure (Part II of the reevaluation) each
nominator rated only those irmates whose names he had originally
contributed to the list.

The results were consistent in showing that the P nominees were
rated as having more thé psychopsthic characteristics {1 to 13 on
the Selection Check Liet, Appendix A) than were the NP nomipees. The
number of each of the nominees in each of the original groups rated

as having each of the characteristics (1 to 13 in Appendix A) is listed

below.
Characteristic No. of P Nominees . No. of NP Nominees

Number having Characteristic having Characteristic
1 hh 18
2 86 17
3 50 5
b 66 9
5 h2 3
6 26 12
7 T8 9
8 61 T
9 6h 1

10 &2 2

11 33 &

1z 44 L

13 T8 43




Appendix F

. Surmary of Selection Procedure Results for the 50 Ss used im Study

. Intranominator Agreement The 25 Ss in Group P received an original

total of 42 nominations, sirce many were nominated by more than one
nominator. During the reevaluation 86% of the nominstions were once
agein to Group P.

The 25 S8 1in Group NP received an original total of 33. nonina-
tions. When their names were recon#idered 4% of the new nominations
were once again to Group NP. '

Internomtnator Agreement The 25 Ss in Group received a total of 150

nomipations by all 14 nominators who indicated they knew the S by
placing him in either the P, NP; or N categories. Of this total 137
or 914 were in agreement in placing these Ss in '(.}roup P.

The 25 Ss in Group NP received a total of 109 nominatior.x's by all
1k nominators during the reevaluation, Of t‘his total 90 or 82% were
in agreement in placing these Ss in Group NP.

Diagnosis The records of @1 the S in Group P vere reviewed by E
and an independent diagnosis was made on this basis. At that time
the E was unavare 91’ the potential Ss group membership. A diagnosis
of P was made for 19 of thise 25 Ss.

Only 19 of 25 records of the kPa were reviewed by E. An

independent diagnosis of NP was made Sy E for 15 of these 19 Bs.

¥
¥




Characteiiatic

No.

No. of Ss in Group P2
having Characteristics

Appendix G

Selectfon Check List Characteristics of the 50 Ss Used in the Stud'y

53

No. of Ss in Group NP3
-having Characteristics

2‘

.3.'

55E5wm«xc«ma—wmw

Total Nz 25.
Total N= 25,

15
21
19
19
13

[
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1. Numbers correspond to characteristics 1-13 in Appendix A.
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Appendix H
Rating Instructions and List of 52 Unpleasant Tasks Rated

All of the tasks listed in the accompanying pages are felt to be
unfleasant to some degree becéuse they are either anxiety-arousing,
tedious, onerous, or unplessant for & combination of these reasons.

Pieaae assign one of the following numbers to each of the tasks
pumbered 1 to 52, 4 ‘

l. The iusk is unpleasant because it is socially
anxiety-arousing. The anxiety is evoked as the

result of an interpersonsal situation.

¢ 2. The task is physically anxiety-srousing. There
is little or no interpersonal element involved.

3. The task is unpleasant because it is tedious.
Tedious means long, tiresome, repetitious,
monotonous, vearing, exhausting, etec,
Lk, The task 1s unpleasant becaugse it is onerous.
. This means burdensome, oppressive, troublesome,
disgusting, but not tedicus or anxiety-arousing,
5. The task is unpleasant for another reason that
those mentioned above or because of a combina-
tion of two or more of the factors listed above.
If you have any suggestions or comments please meke ‘them on the
back of your answer sgheet.
Any additional suggestions for new behavioral tasks will be
velcomed. But remember, the tasks must be simple and workable in
an experimental situation.

Thank you.
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17.
18.
19.

20.
21,

23.

24,
25.

27.

28.

29.
30.

55
Apperidix B (continued)
Behavioral Tasks

Meking a short speech in front of a group of people.
Clesning up 8 mess on the floor with the help of another
person,

- Counting to 500 by threes out-loud.

Telling the next subject in an experiment a lie about what
is require? of him and what he will get for participating.
Pushing the button to give amother person an electric shock.

Shining four pairs of shoes.

Eeting & slice of lemon, skin and all.

Baving to talk into a tape recorder about yourself for ten
minutes.

Writing a 300 word essay giving 8 personal description

of yourself, :

You and another person nmust sort a Jar of different colored
beans into piles of each color,

Cleaning up @ small mess on the floor with & toothbrush.
Sorting out 2 small pailful of nuts and bolts.

Sitting and anticipeting receiving three electric shocks.
Reading & list of "dirty" sentences to & female assistant.

Making & hand-written copy of a page out of the Bible.
Picking up e spider out of s jar snd letting 1t crawl up
your arm.

Alternately counting backwards by threes from 300 to G with
another person, ’

Being locked in a closed, tight space for 8 15 minute period.
Sorting 500 different colored cards into pigeonholes,
Untieing a badly knotted shoelace.

Ietting 8 hammer "guillotine" device fall within a hair

02 your outstretched hand. .

Coun%ing the beans i{n a small jar.

Canc:1ling out the vowels in a two pege spread from Time
Magazine,

Letting someone jab you with a needle,

Seeing and describing three gory sccident scenes in great
detatl,

Having your arm tied toc another person's arm and having

to untie it with your free hands while you are both
blindfolded. ‘

Playing "rock-scissors-paper” with someone bigger and
stronger than you,

Sitting for 39 minutes in an empty room alone with absolutely
gothing to do.

Putting together a 50-piece all vhite }ig-saw puzzle.
Describing three dull uninteresting pictures in great detail.
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Appendix H (continued)

Letting a female assistant interviev you and ask you soae
very personal questioas,

Having to push 8 pencil back and forth across the floor for
one minute with your nose while on your hands snd knees.

Releasing & pendulum at the top of its arch and standing
stationery in one apot while it swings back towards you.
Letting someone jab you with & eterilized needle.
Letting a big cockroach crawl across your bare cheat for
one minute,

You have to count how many Smiths there are in the
Indisnapolis telephone directory,

Memorizing a short four line poem end being able to
wvrite 1t ocut correctly without looking.

Balancing on 8 narrow boerd a few feet off the ground
blindfolded and walking from one end to the other.
Dialing a wrong number three times in succession,
Thinking up 25 words beginning with "G" and writing them
dowvn on 8 sheet of peper.

Having to serve as the subject in a demomstration in
which an IQ test 1s given to you in front of a class

of people who know you well.

Washing a half dozen pairs of dirty socks out by hand,
Pinding a pin on the floor in a dsrkened room.

Smoking & loaded cigarette and not knowing exaetly when
the load will go of?.

Standing a penny, nickel, and dime on edge until they are
all standing at once. .

Folding and tesring a pile of papers into fourths with the
help of another person.

You must recite "Mary had a little lamb™ in front of a
group of people who know you well,

You must dress up like a girl and valk across an area
where you sre bound to pass several people you kn--
Claaning up a big mess of spilled coffee grounds wiii a
teaspoon,

Offering another person a loaded cigarette and waiting
around vhile he smokes it to see whst happens.

Reaching into a deep box to pick up a large turtle.

Threading a needle blindfolded.
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Appendix I
Rating Instructions for Degree of Unpleasantness

The {tems listed below, some of w“hich you have seen before, are
nov to be rated along a8 9-point scale of pleasantness-unplessantness.
On this acale a rating of 1 means the task strikes you 8s being
extremely pleasant, & rating of 5 means the task seems to you to be
neutral or neither pleasant or unplessant, and a rating of 9 means
the task is in your opinion extreaely unpleasant. The numbers om the
scale between 2 and b and betveen 6 and 8 correspond to different
degrees of pleasantness snd unplessantaess respectively. The rating
acale can be visualized as follows:

L 1 L} 21 L 3 L} ]‘ 1] 5 L] 6 ? ’l L 6 L 3 ’

1= extremely pleasant

2 = very pleasant

3 = sumewhst pleasant

bza 14ttle pleassnt

5 = neutral

6=8 little unplessant

T = somewhat unpleasant

8 = very unpleasant N
9 = extremely unpleasant

Please sesign one number to each taask indicating where you feel

this task falls on this rating dimension in relation to the other

_tanh considered. Try to use the woole scale, including the extreme

categories, snd do not bunch all your ratings in the center of tha

scale,
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Appendix J
Task Pairs Used in the Study
Task Task Mean Unpleeiunt- Category
Patr Description ness Rating Placement
1 Stsnd stationary in one spot and 8.4k Physical
releagse a ball bearing pendulum Anxiety
froa in front of your chin and
wvait vhile it-swings back at you.
or
GCet dowvn on your hands and knees 8.k2 Onerocus
and push a pencil back and forth
across the floor with your nose
for oae minute,
2 Smoke a loaded cigarette T.bh Physicel
or Apxiety
Clean up a big mess of spilled T.48 Onerous-
coffee grounds with a spoon. . Tedious
3 Be blindfolded & walk across & 6.40 Physical
parrow board which is several Anxiety
feet above the ground.
or
Untie a badly knotted shoelace. 6.46 Onerous-
Tedious
[} Push the button to shock somecne else 6.34 Social
or . Apxiety
Saert out a jar full of colcred
beans vith another person's help. 6.48" Tedtous
S Read a 1list of dirty sentences to an T.14 Social
elderly lady over the telephone.3 Anxiety
or
Count how many Jones' there are in 7.23 ‘Tedious
the Indianapolis phone book.
6 Eat a slice of lemon--skin and all, 7.06 Onerous
or
Count to 100 by threes out-loud, 6.71 Tedious
l. The mean unpleasantness ratings are those of the inmate raters
only (N=100).
2. Category placement was made taking into consideration both
the psychologists' and the inmates' ratings.
3.

This list consisted of 10 dirty sentences composed by one of

the inmales at the institution.
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Appendix K

Lykken's Activity Preference Questionnaire

Directions

Resd Carefull

One way of understanding a person better 1s by studying the
kinds of activities or experiences he likes or enjoys. This test
employs the similar approach of studying the pattern of your dis-
likes. In each of the items on the following pages~-and in the

; sample {tem below--two activities or experiences are described vwhich

L most people would consider at least mildly unpleasant. Sane of
them are very unpleasant indeed. In some instances, you will find
that similer things have actually happerned to you; in the others,
you ¢sn ot least imagine wvhat they would be like.

.+ Your tegk is to try to imagine yourself in each of the two

situations and then, pretending that either one or the other had
to happen to you, to decide which one you would E‘efer--vhich of
the two you would take as the ‘lesser of two evils'.

BAMPLE ITEM

: (1) Baving to vork late one night.
: (2) Being run over by a train,

In this case there isn't much doubt that, if one of these

things had to happen to you, you would prefer the alternative
B! mmber l--working late at night--as the lesser evil than the one
B numbered 2--being run over by a train! -Therefore, you would
j - mark a one in as your ansver to this question. Please mark all
your answers in on your answer sheets. On your answer sheet
the numbers run from 1 to 100--one for every question. After
each number you should put a 1 or a 2 to indicate which of the
tvo alternatives for that question you feel is the lesser of two
evils as far as you are concerned.

Ansver every item on the test. Work repidly but consider
both slternstives in each item carefully. Imagine how you would
feel zbout each alternative, decide which of the two would seem
least unpleasant, and mark your ansver sheet accordingly.

---Remember: Indicate the alternative thet you would prefer.

3
04
i
|
i
A



1.

3.

6‘

-T.

9.

-10.

13.

(1)
(2)

(1)
(2)
(1)
(2)
(1)

(2)

Appendix K (continued)

Being intervieved for a Job.
Moving the lawn,

Sitting through a dull movie for the second time because
the person you're with hasn't seen it.

‘Turning on & light switch when your hand is wet sud
you might get a shock.

In the midst of traffic your horn sticks and begins to
blov continuously.
In school having to give a report in front of the class.

Your group tekes up & collection to buy & sick member
a gift., 7You discover later that your donation was
much smaller than the others.

On doctor's orders, you can eat nothing for two weeks
but a 1liquid dietary product.

Teke a roller coaster ride.
Wash three storm windows on both sides.

Copying four peges of the dil:tionary.
Belching in chureh during prayer.

Painting a large frame house,
Shoveling the walks after a snowstorm.

Attempting to beat a railroad train at a crossing.
Spraining your ankle so that you have to have a csst
put on it. .

Cleaning out & basement.
Going to a party where no one knows you.

Getting caught at samething.
Baving your empty car smasked by a runaway truck.

Having to get out of bed an hour esrlier than ususl,

You pass someone on the street snd eay, "Hi, Charley”

and then realize it isn't Charley.

Watching an operation,
Your favorite hat 18 lost or stolen.

Accidently dialing a u'roxig number twice in succession.
Giving a loud, uncontrollable sneeze during a quiet
moment at the symphony.
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Appendix K (continued)

Walking a mile when it's 15 degrees below zero.
Being near where a volcano erupte.

People at 8 party are telling Jokes., You tell a long
drawn-out story but no one laughs.
You catch a bad cold the day before a big party.

Hitting your thumb while hammering a nail.
After eating in a restaurant, you find that you can't
pay the bill.

Taking down the Christmas tree and clesning up after it.
Jumping down 15 feet into soft earth,

Whitewvashing 8 long bosrd fence,
Washing 20 storm windows on both sides.

It i8 the first day in & new class. The teacher asks
each person to stand up and tell about himself.
Sweep the kitchen floor.

"You must walk around sll day on a blistered foot.

Sleeping out on a camping trip in an area where rattle-
snakes have been reported,

Several people push ahead of you in 1ine but you can't
bring yourself to say anything. .
Wanting to go out some night and not having aay money.

Going to the morgue to identify an acquaintance who
has been killed in an eccident.
Letting a large but harmless spider run up your amm.

Breaking your shoelace while getting dressed.
Your dog has torn up the pneighbors newspaper and you
have to go over and apologize.

Find a big cockroach under your pillow,
Getting stuck in traffic when you're in a hurry.

After a school exam, nasmes and gradej are posted on the
wall. Yours is at the bottom of the list.

You find you must clean up the floor where somecne

has vomited.

Having to run until your throat i{s sore and there's
a pain in your side,
Help push a staslled car on a8 winter morning.



S

27.

28,

29.

35.

36.

37.

(1)
(2)
(1)
(2)

(1)
(2)

(2)

62

Appendix K (continued)

Getting ready to watch something important on television
and having the set fail.
Upsetting &8 glass of milk on a neighbor's carpet.

Piniing 8 wrecked car in the ditch with.three occupents
unconscious and bleeding.

You go on a two-week ocean cruise and are seasick the
entire time.

You find that you must cancel your vacaticu.

You sre srguing with friends and got so frustrated
and upset that you choke up and your eyes f£ill with
tears.

Having your date at & dance leave without you.
Sitting through a long lecture with a runny nose and
no hankerchief,

Asking someone to pay yuu money that he owes you.
Sleeping one night on the floor.

Balancing slong the top rail of a picket fence.
Walking up four flights of steirs.

Beving to stay in bed with the flu and a sick headache.
Having your hands shake and your mouth go dry as you
try to talk in front of a group.

Having to spend half a day in a closet.
You overhear a friend say something sarcastic s&bout
your parents,

Dispose of a dead mouse from a mousetrap.
Belng caught in 8 bad thunderstorm.

Being vheeled into the operating room to have your
appendix removed,

A doctor has examined a sore {n your throat and you
are waiting to find out whether it's cancer.

You're on stage in the achool play and realize that
you have forgotten your lines.

You return to your car parked downtown to find you
left the lights on so that the battery 1s dead,

Standing in 8 long line for something.
Being givern an electric shock as part of a medical
experiment.
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Appendix K (continued)

Having your hair cut by an inexperienced barber.
You 81i{p in the mud and get your new spring clothes
soaked and dirty. )

Put on a shirt or a blouse and finding a button missing.
Having to aak whers the bathroom {s at a party.

You're in a bank and sudéenly three masked men with
guna come in and make everyone raise their hands.
sitting tuiough a two-hour concert of bad music.

Counting the beans needed to fill a four-quart candy Jar.
At e high school picnie, they choose up sides for base-
ball and you are the last orie picked.

Washing & ce-.
Driving a car at 95 miles an hour.

Having to ask the person behind you at the movie to
stop kicking your seat,
Watehing & long headache-pill commercisl on TV,

You are paddling a canoe scross a large Canadian lake
and a storm blows up,
Stumbling into an electric fan.

You have taken a neighbor’s child to the circus and
realize you have lost him in the crowd,

While on vacation your car breaks down and you have to
vait in a small town while parts are sent for,

You must scrub the kitchen floor on hands and knees.
You must make a speech to 100 people.

Having your car swing into a skid on an iey corner.
Having to walk five miles for gas.

Having your empty car smasked by a runawvay truck.,
Having your grocery bag break and spill on a crowded
street.

You go to a party and find that you're the oaly one
who dressed up.
Wet mopping the flour of a hospital corridor.

63
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Appendix K (continued)

You're at summer camp and must do 30 minutes of stiff
calesthenics each morning before breakfast,

You row out in a boat to help bring in the body of a
drowning victim. :

Digging & big rubbish pit.

A high pressure sales clerk bullies you into buying the

higher-priced pair of shoes that you didn't wvant.

Baving a doctor stick a needle in your arm for an
injection.
Falling out of a beat,

losing your wallet 0 & pickpocket.
Having someone say loudly to you at a party, “Why don't
you go home?! Nobody wants you here.”

Being chased by a huge and angry bull,
Spending a month in bed.

Introducing yoursel? to a total atraanger.
Having to stand up on the bus.

Clesning up your house after floodwaters have left {t
filled vi{th mud and water,
Having to make a parachute jump.

Being & restaurant dishwasher for one week,

You get a chance to be interviewved on TV to advertise
@ charfity drive but you become tongue-tied and mske
8 poor showing.

Pinding that you have been short-changed and having
to return to the store snd ask for the reat.

Sandpepering a8 wooden chair to get it ready for re-
painting,

Spending a veek with nothing to est but bread ang water,
Going to the hcepital to have & minor operation.

Running out of gas in the middle of & crowded downtown
intersectiion.
Waiting in line for two hours to Py 8 parking licket,

Having to give up eating desserts,
Swimming in very rough ocean water,
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Appen2ix K (continued)

Just sitting sroes3 with nothing to do on & Sunday
sfternoon. .
Cutting.out the spoiled parts of a bushel of potatoes.

You must vash out a dozen &f someone else's dirty
hankerchiefs by Land.

Walking into & rcos full of people, you stumblé on n
footatocl and sprsvwl on the floor.

Having someone g=< mad and tell you orY.
Playing cards wit: people who are more skilled thaa you
are and then maxi-g a dumb mistake,

Being caught on 8 sanibar by the riesing tide.
Being etranded iz &z off-shore lighthouse for a veek
by high tides.

Being sick to you- stomach for 24 hours.
Finding out you've overslept and missed sn {mportant
appointment.

You are introducs2 <o & girl who is so attractive and
poised that rou tecome very shy and avkward,

You must find where somecone else parked your car in
a big lot 8t the siate failr,,

Being in a flood.
Carrying a ton of coel from the backyard into the
basement.

Spilling peint sil over your shoes.
Discovering your f=2et are dirty when you undress
for a medical exax‘zation,

Having to valk hal® a afle through a soaking rata wita-
out a cost,
Walking near & whixliing plane propeller.

Having a gabby olf lady sit down next to you on the btus.
Catching 8 bad coii the day before a big party.

You agree to supervise a child’s birthday party but
the children won's zind you and race around out of
control.

Spending an evenizg with some boring people.
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Appendix K (continued)

. (1) Laughing at something not mwant to be funny.
! (2) Clean up the popeorn anid candy wrappers in the
! B2ighdorhood movie theatre.

‘“; 75. (1) ¥alking around all day in tight, uncomfortable shoes.
i (2) Finding yourself in the mtdst of a fighting oob.

’ T6. (1) You bave spent sll day preparing for a plenfe but 1t
: rains just as you start %o eat, ]

: (2) You overhear someone comment on how strangely you are
o dressed.

i TT. (1) Being threatened by a much bigger and more powerful
s persoa. : .

: . {2) You're caught in a speed. trap driving through a smll
3 . tovm and must'wait for’sn hour to pay st 320 find.,

. ; T8. (1) Liex stsaps for 1,000 latters., : : ’
g {2) watch sozeone make a fool of himself on a television
o quiz progran.

| T9. {1) T¥ou are siven an IQ test in front of 8 college class
as 8 deaocnstration.
(2) Baving to 50 2own to the courthouse to renev your

driver's license.

; 80. (1) Cleanizz up the living rcam after the piaster has all
E fallen doun.

i (2) Stanling on the very top ring of a ladder in order to
vash a second floor window, -

; : 81. (1) You are broke and have to borrov money for 8 meal
(2) You must asstribute 1000 handbills in mailboxes froa
door to coor.

Having & bad head cold. ’

(2) Baving your employer get mad sbout mistakes in your
wvork. .

g
. e

L)

c

! 83. (1) Looking for sazething in an attic storeroom on a
stifling hot day. o »
A (2) Gotng 1nts s cark cellar vhere tliere may be rats.
i

84. (1) “Bavirgz !+ out” with soeeone.
(2) sitting from miénight to 4:00 s.n. in a railross station
A - vaiting for your train.
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Appendix K (continued)
Walking barefoot in & room where some glass has been
broken.
Walking barefoot across @ burning hot sandy beach,
Coming home hungry and having to eat a cold supper.
Stumbling in a crowded bus and dropping your load of
packages,
Coming out of a movie in your summer shoes to find it'a
snoved a foot deep.
Getting out of & warm bed in & room so cold that you
C8n see your breath,
Sortingvout a pailful of nuts and bolts.
While flying home from a trip you get airsick and have
to dash down the eisle to the washroom,
Taking a long ride in a taxi and then finding you don't
have enough money for a tip.
Getting paint in your hair.
While dining at home, you spill a very hot cup of coffece
in your lap.
You go with Your date to a party but she Blips away
later and goes home with someone else,
Waiting i{n a den:ist's office to bhave 8 tooth pulled. :
Having an earache. -

Having to go out to.a party‘hiéh large red pimple

on the end of your unose, : ’
Loeing a book that You borrowed from 8 teacher and
vhich cen't be replacod.

Your family, along with three others, must spend a
month underground testing a fallout shelter,

You want to join a social club, but the members vote
not to let ycu in.

Out in the middle of a frozen lake, you realize the
ice 1s unsuafe, o

You find that vandals have slashed all four tires on
your car,
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Appendix K (continued)

Wailting for an overdue bus.

Meeting a friend on the street and not being able to
remember his name. ’

You're in the back seat of a driverless car which sudden-
ly starts rolling downhill.
Civing blood for the blood bank.

You go to the beach with some friends and realize that
all have & better build than you do.
Washing ten storm windows on both sides.

Run 8 steam presser in a laundry for a week.
Being caught ian a blizzard.

Being asked for a contribution vhen you haven't any
| money.

Untying a hard knot in your shoelace.

Having to "go out” with a visiting relative,
Banging your head on a cabinet door.
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