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Abstract 

Clinicians havA 10llg puzzled oyer an explanation for tht' develop-

lIl€nt and persistence of' B!1tisocial ann self-def",ating psychopathic 

behavior. Recently several investigators, using Cleckley's concep-

tion of psychoIJ8thy, have tested thE' h~'pothesis thet faulty fear 

conditlonabil1ty can account for psychopathic behavior. Specifically) 

the "conditioned fear hypothesis" has been advanced as an explanation 

for the typical :p~ychopath's repeated failures to consider mE'aninG-

fully the conse~uences of his actions. This h~~thesis states that 

the psychopath has difficulty conditioninG fear to cues preceding a , 
noxious stimulus. 1~us the p6y~hopath does not readily learn to make 

avoidance responses, which are presumably rei~orced by feBr reduction. 

Consequently, socially required inhibitions are not learned. Support 

for this hypothesis has been found using siJ:!ple cO!lditioning and 

choice paradigms. 

The purpose of this study was to test whether psychopaths per-

form 1n a behavioral choice situation ~n a wa~ consiotent with the 

idea that they experience minimal anticipatory allxH~ty. It ws felt 

that this study would provide needed data for the further support and 

generalization of a low anxiety conception of :poychopatby. 

Using Lykken' s rat10IIBle in the develolXuent of "the Acti vi ty 

FreI'erence Questionnaire, five anxiety tasks .ere matched and paired 

with rive non-anxiety arousing tasks, according to their degree of 

unpleasantness. Twenty-five pEiycho~ths illiG 25 nonpsychopathG were 

requlred to n:ake a choice between each pai!', after being informed 
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they had to perform the tasks chosen. The ~s were required to 

perform each of the tasks selected. Subjects .. ere selected on the 

basis of nominatlonc usi05 Cleckley'o criteria of psychopathy and 

on the basis or ~s' diagnostic impr~ssion ~~O~ reviewing their 

records. It;;as predicted thet if :~'e psychopaths .. ere less anr.iou5 I 

they ~ould select significantly mol': of the anxiety tasks than the 

nonpsychopa ths. 

For purposes of comparison .. ith previous studies, several 

additional measures of anxiety .. ere taken. For instance, the 2s 

",ere. placed in en immediate ~. delayed shock choice s1 tuation, 

~imilar to that used by Hare. Later the MMPI and Lykken's APQ .. ere 

administered to obtain additiollal all.l(iety comparisor:: measures for 

the ~s. 

The results sugeested that the pBychopeths end nonpsychopaths 

differed neither in their choice behaVior oar on any of the other 

anxiety measures obtained. Thus it wes concluded thot the psycno-

paths and nonpsychopaths selected for this study did not dif.fcr in 

anxiety reactivity. 

Discussion or the results focused on the subject selection 

procedure and the anxiety measures employed. It Io'as concluded that 

both factors are extremely important in "tneinter:pretetion of the 

results obtained. Suggestton-V8S ~Bde that rutUre research direct 

more sttent;io:l to the effect.of the :psychopath's actions on his 

immediate enviro~ent, rather than just focusirlU on the :presence or 

absence of a canplelC. s'nd roorly defined 
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Introduction 

The conception of psychopathy used in this study follows thc 

description of this personality disorder as it haf' been ;tlrescnted 

by Cleckley (19611). It has been propoE:cu by sOlUe illvcs"ti(;<1tors that 

psycho:pathic behavior CIlC be explainct3 'oy the hypothesis that 

psychopaths arc less an::ious than noopsychoretlJ5 (Lykke:n, 1957; 

Schachter & Latant, 19611; Han" l5'f5). The:!.l' research has concen-

trated on the hypothesized difficulty 'psychopoths have in concli-

tionlng a fear response ill avoidance learning situations. The 

{tasks used were simple and the :ps~'choPlt'ls ·,.,ere ·!'ound to learn the 

avoidance response~ less readily than nonpsycho:pathic controls. 

Sl'oc'< was used as the noxious rei:11'orce1'. Such leornins presulII£1bly 

requires, !'irst, the classical conditioning of a mediating fear 

response, tIl; ~"'oidance response then being instrumentally reint"orced 

by fear reduction. 

This study attempted to test f1.4rther and to clarit'y the hypothe­

sis that low anxiety can account 1'01' psychopathic behavior. 'l'hls 

was done by placing selectF.d psychopathic and nonpsychopathic ~s 1n 

8 series o~ behavioral forced-choice situations. In each case they 

were required to choose between an anxiety-laden task and a tediouR 

or onerous taek, matchp.d previously on a dimension of degree of 

unpleasantness. Five such choices Mere required of eech~. Assuming 

that psychopaths are less prone to anxiety, it would follo .... that they 

should choose the anxiety-providing alternative more frequently than 
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a nonpsychopathtc contl'ol group. The experimental rationale for this 

study is the same as that proposed by LyyJ;cn (1965) in the develop­

ment of his forced-choice Activity Prcference Questionnaire (AP-l), a 

~per-and-~,ncil instrumcnt used to dlfrerentiate psychopaths from 

nonpsychopoths. 

In this study, ho;;ever, the §.S were required to actua]~y perform 

each of the tasks selected. They ;;ere informed of this before they 

made their first choice. 

Thus, in one sense, this study con be vie;;ed as an approach to 

the construct val1oation or Lykken's questiop.naire. But, in aodition, 

" the data obtainec1 can be eeen as adding to the empirical confirmation 

or disconfirmation or the hypothesis that psycQopathic behavior can 

be explained by a lack of anticipatory anxiety. 

Also, the various tasks selected for this study sfforded a 

broader sampling of anxiety-arousing stimuli t!lan the simple antici-

pation or shock used in most previous studies. ~'his study \las thu.~ 

conceived as a test of the low anxiety hypothesis and its relation to 

psychopathic behavior in a wide range of behavioral s:l.tuations. Such 

experimentation vas deemed necessary to deter~~ne more clearly the 

extent to which anxiety, or the lack thereor, iDrluences the psycho-

path's reactions in everyday life. 

Historical Sllrvey of the Concept of Psychopathic ?ersollalhy 

Clecy~ey (1964) has argued for some ti~e that there is a distinct, 

relatively loIell-derined group of disordered antisocial people IoIho have 

been all but overlooked and neglected by psycnistric vorkers because 
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their disordet' \las not rully recognized, \lnd~rstoo:l, or appreciated. 

His approoch hall been that or e clin:l,cal observer, llrlmarll~' inter-

ested in jescl'ibing :1.n detail the overt behavioral chsracteristice of 

a troublesome 13roup or antisocial pntients he prefers to cell "psycho­

paths". He has arguer] tl;.at the concept of psychopathic personality 

came to include individuals 50 heteroeeneous and ~rsol15lity charae-

teristics so ill-derined that the label for all practical purposes was 

rendered l:leaningless. In an attempt to alter this state of affairs 

he described his pereonal experience with numerous caspe in \lhich a 

clear-cut, circumscribed, and psychiatrically meanine:'ul disord~r 
, 

.-a5 clinically evident. He :'urther attempted to difrerentinte this 

disor1er from various oth~r common and obscure pf'ych:!.atric dieor<1ers. 

His 1.:.5e or the term "psycboJ?Gth" .. as thus limitf:'ii to petients 

possessing. most or all or the behavioral cnaroc"terist1cs \Ihich he 

rel~ ""ere' indicative of this disorder. His criteria of :psychOpat!lJ 

sPIear in a later E'ect10n ot· thi.-; paper. 

"'-:-:torically the f:l.ret important mention of bdha,,-1or p'ltterU& . . 
re:9t"d to the prel;ent-day conception of psychopithy ".as by Pinel in 

HIOI (Ka\,}m, 1949). Pinel wrote a treatise "n a ty~ of patient, 

vho \l8S, according to him, seriously disordered IIhile ha'.tng no 

demonstrE'ble t.hinking deI'ect or losli' of reasoning. Pinel labcllet;l 

this syndrome "manie sans delire", and he emphesi~ed that althot~ 

the pc'Io"ers of reason remained intact} an erlOtlon.el disturbance was 

readily a~perent. 

A siru11ar disorder was desel'tbed by Benjamin Rush in an article 

3 
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llubl1sl.LoC in 1812 (Croft., 1~5). In observstion of such cases he 

.. as impressed by .,hat he called a "derangement of "!;he will," a 

Condition he felt to be the restl.lt o'f congenital defect. He ts quater] 

There are many instellces of persol,s of sound 
understanding, snd some of uncO!1'"'non talents '.ho 
are of.fecteil with this lyinG cisease in the 
Will. It dIffers frolJ exculpative, frauuulent 
and malicious lyinG in beine:; influenced by 
none of the motives of any of them. Persons 
thus diseased cannot speak the truth Upon 
and subject. 

Rush ~ent on to state, "The moral ~aculty, conSCience, and sense or 

deity are sometimes totally deranged" (Craft, 1965). Thus, in Rush's r 

writing 1oI'e have one of the first attempts to desCribe the psychopath 

independent of other related emotional and behavioral disturbances, 

An EnglislllnBn, Pritchard, writing in 1835, hss been senerelly 

credited with colling professional m~dical attention to PsyChopathy, 

He called the disorder "morel insanity" which he described as follo.s 

(Clecr~ey, 1959): 

••• the moral and active principles of the !!!ind 
are strongly perverten or, depraved; the poWer of 
self·goverr2nent is lost or greatly impaired and 
the indiv-1d'lal is found to be incap.:lble not of 
talking or l'eOsoning upon :lny subject proposed 
to him, but of conducting himself with decency 
and propriety in the business of life. 

However, from a de6criptio~ of several cases known to him, it is 

evtdent that Pritchard included in this category not only what yould 

today be called psycho.paths, but also cases of man1c.tlepresslve ill­

ness, .pyromania, and kleptomania (Craft, 1965). Only vhen discU5Sill8 

a particular subset of cases under moral insanity did Pritchard appear 
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to be touching on the b!:havior disorder observed by Clecldey. To 

quote him (Craft, 1905): 

r know some examples of 8 still more puzzling 
kind, n8::Jely where the propensity to t!:ief't co­
exists vi th other defects of n:orali ty as ·.'i"!;h 
a tendency to lying ano decept!.on, Or '.I1t'1 a 
total recklessness. Tne :pr'lOf of insanity in 
such instances is difficult ad or,scare. 

Following Pritchard it became generally eccepted to speak accut vari-

ous seriously dizoruered antiSOcial ~ersonalitie6 85 a sepB"atc 

psychiatric entity worthy of attention, study, and concern. 

5 

Craft (1965) in his histor.ical reVie. of tne concept of psychopathy 

hasrcredited Skoe ~ith the extension in 1857 of the concept o~ "moral 

insanity" to alcoholic addictz "-'ho demonstrated "an icsotlable craVing 

for stImulants. loss of self-control and a shameless disregard for 

the truth". This description by Skoe is =e::Jsrkably close to Cbecy~ey's 

observations that many psychopaths drin.": to e):cess i'1 Bddit:!.on to 

their other antiSOCial characteristics. 

Durine the latter. :vert of the nlnetetmth century, the use 0:: the 

concept of moral insanity ,.as at times s'trongly,discouraged, ::or 

1nstance by OrdronRux (;.rcCord &: McCore!, 19(4). It 1J8S :felt tl:iat the 

med:!.co~legal use of'such i~eas 1Jould undernine t!:ie t~aditional 

Christian concept of sin and the very b8.s!s or cr1.a:.lal resf<lnsibility. 

Th,= legal issue of .... hat to do 1J1th the ps;ichorath is stll1 very much 

of a problem tOi'ay. Often, as Cleckl"y has ocser're,j, the psycno.rathlc 

orfenner 1s moved back and forth rrom jail to hos.¢. tal, Yith all COI1-

cerned be1!le puzzled 9S to how best to handle him. 



In spite or opposition, the olli catego!'y 01' moral illsanlty was 

revived and :popularizecl under a ne ... label by Koch in 1~9l sn:1 by 

Kraepel1n 1n 1915 (Pal'trid3e, 1930). Thereafter, until recently, 

dissimilar types and manifestations of psychopathology were confusing-

ly blended togetbf'r :1n the stngle category 01' psychopathic personality. 

As a consequence, one was never sure ... hat kind of person ooS being 

referred to when th1s d1agnostic term ... as used. Part or "-lils coru'usion 

was probably attribute.ble to the generic meanIng of the te= psycho-

pethy. As Preu (19114) po1nted out, the term came to be us!:d as a 

wastebasket'category by many clinicians ... hen no other suitable psychi­

at~ic syndrome could be rendily diagnosed. This heterogec2ous group 

still included the patients demonstrating behavior once la~elled "moral 

insanity", but they were often undifrerentiated from otter lleurotic 

and personaHt:r disorders. Accorcing to Preu (19114), this diagnOSis 

was made on the basis of exclusion rather than being based on any 

particular positive psychiatric symptoms, signs, or beha .... iorsl chOrac-

teriatics beine apparent. 

Aa early as le9l Koch had included a '~de YHriety of d1sorders 

in his concept or "constitutional psychopathic iru'erio!'ity" 

(PartrIdge, 1930). Even rf'actions now co=only classiri~d as neUl'oses 

... ere included i:i this category. His term "consti tution31 n rerlected 

the belief of many cli'nicians of the tilDe that there \Tas a genetic 

defect present in these cases. This defect supposedly FTe~is~sed 

afflicted inJividuals toward ~·arious degrees or behavioral end social 

maladjustmE'nt in later life. E"ICn visible st1E:JllBta of dcc:e:1.cration 

6 
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vere orten ssid to be prespnt as out~ard evivence 01 th~ inner inrer-

10rity. 

Many "l'iters I incl'lding Kraepcl1n, ~chneider, D:ld Kahn) oi'i.dcd 

(Cleckley J 1964). Nost ')f thel'e s'.lbtypcs bed 11 ttle or nothing to do 

with nntlsocial behavi.or Or " !!lora 1" deficiencies. Beine rtU'ely 

(lescrlptlve and rational:' 3 etc thpse accounts offers-l no <;Inll1.rtcal 

evidence to support such eXcenslve sn3 exhaustive subcateGorizir.g of' 

psyCl\o:pethy. It 10Ias not at all evident that these subt~s hnd uny-

thine in common except for oehavioral or emotional cnalarlJustlnent in 

til') hr::>adellt sense. Such writ1nc: oet-ely confused ":.he issue s:ld further 

hindereil eff'o::-ts to ol:ttain !!lore em21rical observations 01' the psycho-

path's actual behavior. 

Kahn vent to the extreme by making no distinction bet~een psycho-

p:!thy and neurosis (Preu, :t944). He used the term psychopathic 

persor~llty to apply to any Gocial maladjustm~nt whicn deviated from 

normal in yhlch there yas 9 disproportionate de,:eloI'!llent, exa&3eration, 

or deficiency of the ordinary traits of behavior atd teMperament. 

Thus, BS Cleckley (19611 ) observC!.lJ such a viewpoint miGht be an 

admirable theory or ap'p.wach to reental disturbance in general, but 

!:l'8ve 11 ttle or DCJi;hing to do with bis conception ot: the psychopath. 

Besides. Cleckley, accounts Bnd forculutions of psychopathy more 

closely related to the subject dealt vith in this thesis include 

those of Pertridge (1:130), r..arp::an (19ul), Greenac:re (191111), 

Je~lI!!; (1960), McCorci &: ~!cCord (1964), anel Donnell:r (l96b). 

I 
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Partddge (1930) 1ntrodu~ed the term "socioFGth" to describe 

one subcategory Wlder psychop:1thic personality. Since then this term 

hes become :!.ncreas1.ngly popular. In 1952 it vtlS formall:r accepte~l In 

place of ":psychopath" when a new and revised psychiatric nomenclature 

vas introduced (Amer. Poychiat. Assoc., 1952). The deccription listed 

Wlder the heeding "sociopathiC personolity disturbance, antisocial re-

actton" is closely related to Cleckley's conception of the disorder. 

The description resds as follows: 

This term refers to chronically antisocial 
individuals vho are ah'ays in tl.'ouble, profit­
ing neither from experience nor PWlishment, 
snd maintaining no real loyalties to any 
pereon, group, or code. They are freq'Jently 
callous and hedonistic, showing marked 
emotional immaturity, with lack of sence of 
responsibiE ty, lack ot' .1udgment, and an abil­
ity to raciona1ize their behavior so that it 
appears 'oar ranted , reasonable, and justified. 

The term includes cases f.rcviot~ly class­
ified as 'const:l.tutiona1 psychoFathlc 
personality'. As defined here the term is 
more limited, as well as more specific in its 
application. 

Chane1ns the te!'m to "sociopath" pres~blY shUt: the eI!1phasis to 

the fact that the disorder primarily reflects the disturbed relat1on-

ship of the individual to SOCiety. 

ClecY.1ey (1961{) recorded his clinical impressions of psychopa1:hs 

and attempted to uifferentiate them from other disordered individuals. 

Ere did this by specifying the eUnical features he observed to be 

present 1n cost of the coscs he 6 tOOied. IUs cri tcria of psychopa thy 

are listed as folIovs: 

1. Superficial charm end good intelligence. 
2. Absence of delusions and other Signs of 

irrational thinking. 
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3. Absence of' "nervousness" <lnd otr.er psycho-
neurotic ~~nifcstations. 

4. Unreliability. 
5. Untruthfulness :md in5ir:ceri ty. 
6. Lack of remorse or ~haIr.c. 
7. Inadequately motivated antisocial behavior. 
S. Poor judement anc failure to learn from 

experience. 
9. Pathologic egocentricity and incapacity 

for love. 
10. General poverty in ~~jor affective 

reoctions. 
11. Specific los:; of insii3ht. 
12. Unresponsiveness in g~nersl interpersonal 

relations. 
13. Fantastic ar.d unimr!ting behs"nor "ith 

drink end sometl;nes U1thout. 
14, Suicide rarely cerr!~j out. 
15. Sex life impel'sonol, trivial, and :poorly 

integ-rotcd. 
16. Failure to folIo" any life plan. 

Unfortunately, Cleckley ma::e fev suegesticns as to "hich, if any, of 

his criteria are essential or specific to thp. psychopathic syndrome. 

Eo"ever he 'Ud focus on the psychopath's relative inability to cppre-

elate the deep emotional accompan1oents of experience as being of 

centrlll s!gnii'Icance. 

Experiltent;llly-01::'<.:nted re6earchers, !!Qtebiy Lykl:en (1957), 

Hare (1965; 1966), and Schachter & Lata~~ (1964), USing Cleck~eY'G 

9 

eonce:pt1.on of lll!ychopathy, fOCUSed on the "general poverty in rnnjor I.Iffec-

tive reactions as the basic characteristic o~ :psychoFeths". They 

reasoned that the psychopath's difficulty in conditioning anticipatory 

fear responses ~~ght "ell be the core of his disability. For if, 

as they h~thesize<l, the psycho~th is !llo" to condItion fear, a 

reedy and plrsilOOneous eXlll!ination of hil! behavior is at hand. 

Lykke~ (1957) found that psychopaths de~nstrated less avoidance 

I 
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of plln! shed responses than a group of nO!Ipsychopath5 on a test of 

Ilvoldance learning. In other vords the p"ychopaths el1reinated the 

shock-reinforced error6 on a mental maze learning tusk at a 610wer 

rate than c1.id the control fs. As one pert of their stu:]y, Schechter 

& Latane (19'$4) replicated the results "found car1.ier by Lykken usinG 

11 mental maze. 

10 

Here (1965) qpmnnstrated that psychopaths acquired snd generali:ed 

a conditioned-fear response sicnifl~antly wore poorly then did a group 

of nonpsycoopathic controls. The §.s~ galvanic sl<in re!.'ponse to an 

auo,.itory CS paired \dth shock vas the defendent variable. In another 

study, Hare (1905) found ·t,hat in psychopaths the tempor::l eradient or 

fear arousaJ, b"8!l significantly less pronounced than it 'mG in a 

nonwy~hopathic control group. :;:'1Iis vas meastU'ed by GSR activlty in 

response to enticl;t.1.tion or electric shock. His psycho~ths were 

also found to have a sicnificantly lower level of resting skin 

conductance than did the control!l. These data suegested that psyco-

paths are autonomically hyporesponsive. Other s'tudies, however, USing 

dIfferent ~hysioloeical measures, different subject selection proce-

dures, and different criteria of psychopathy have obtained conf1ictine 

results (Hare, 1968). 

In testing the hypothesis that psychopaths should s~lec~ delayed 

punishment over inuned1ate punishment if forced to make a choice, H3re 

(1966) obtained additional evidence .... hich supported the vie'- that 

psychopaths are less disturbed than nonpsychopaths When it COffies to 

antic1.pating future discomfort. The psychopeths chose the delayed 
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shock more often. inese results were interpreted as supporting the 

conditioned fear hYPOthesis (Eare, 1966). 

Other investigators (Gur-ritz, 19t 7; Sherman, 1957; and fJ.ngsley, 

19(0) have presented data suggesting that the psychoreth sho"s no 

general learning deficit or inferiority of intellectual functioning. 

Only in avoidance learning studies has the ps;;chopath appt'sred to 

have a l<lnrning deficit when cOGJp-l'ed to nonpsychopaths. Cleckley's 

observation that the psychopath shows no measurable deficit or dis-

ol'der in thinking or verbal reasoning is generally Empported. In 

fec/t~ the psychopath is ver:J often Clinically d~scribed as beine 

above average, or even superior, intellectually; and he often appears 

8S a poised, competent, Bl1C rationally alert person (lI,acDonald, 1966; 

Hankoff, 1961; Bullard, 1941). 

11 

McCord & McCord (1964) have presented a clinical'account of the ' 

psychopath as an extremely aSOCial, aBk."'t'essive, impulsive, and poorly 

controlled person. In contrast to Cleckley, they seem to 'lie\{ the 

psychopath as being more actively a~eisive, rather than passively 

disinterested and ClllloU5. They emphasize the lovelessness and 

guiltlessness of thl! psychopath as being his t"o most important 

characte~lsties. The personal cha~m and verbal fluency of the psycho-

path are not e!!:,phasized, alt!:lolJ.gh they admit that some psychopaths 

have these characteriotics in addition to the ones they vi~" as being 

ot central pathognom'Dnic signif'icance. 

, 
In selecting ~s for their research, Schachter and Latane (1964) 

simplified ea~l1er vj~e\{s and emphasized the t-.,.o essential features of 

.1 
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psychOp!lthj' to 1:e (1) chro:1ic anUEOcinl b'~havior, corcbined with (2) 

a lack o!' meaningful or deer emotion!ll .fpcline orresponsivtty. 

Primary al:,1 Secondary Psychcncthy 

Kerfe!an (194J.) 'lrgued for the need to rllfrerentle.te two distinct 

clinical typ-:os -:jp;;)onstrating psycholXlthic bphavio~. He lob/?llec thcsp 

"id;:Opsth!.c" or "prirr.3ry psychopathy" al10 "symptomatic" or "secondary 

psychofQtlly". His f .. el1.ng ',laS that th .. rorlOer ',.'as constitutional :1.n 

ori5in, ~hereas th~ latter has more or a dev~lopmpntal neu~otic 

resolution or int",l"n!ll conrl1ct. Earlier Alex8f1oc-r (19JO) had pre-

lie!}ted B ;Jsychoanalytic concE'ption of "'hat he callen the "neurotic 

character" .. hieh aerees cloSE'ly "1 th Karpj:an I s 1d",,, or liecondary 

psychopathy. According to Al~xe.nd~r's v1evpo1nt, instead or internol-

:!.zing fear and neurotic 1.n.lib1 tions, the syralltomatic psycho;;e.th is 

seen as "acting out~' in an. atte:npt to cope .. ith unr.,-solved inner 

conflict. HI") ·~ver., as Cleckley (1964) has insisted, in many !lfly.cho­

paths (::arp.:-!:ln' 5 idior.ath'ic type) the=~ ie no discernible unelerlyin6 

cont;l1ct '.hier. can be clinically c1emonstr.ateel. 'Perhaps as Jenkins 

(1960) has suggested, it rnay be very '11flicult l'or people trained 

in dynamic psychiatry to accept the ielea thot problem behaVior can 

ste;;: rron: a lack or conflict rather than trom excessive inner con-

fHot, a rather radica], departure 1'rom traditional thinking. 

Unrortunately, as rar as overt behavior is concern-:-d, a :primory 

psychopath 2nd a neurotic p~ychopath may appear to be ouch the same. 

The only Justification f,?r oi!'ferentiation has been largely at tne 

theoretical lev",l lOhere the prir.lBry psychopath is said to haye little 

12 
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or 00 anYiety or f.,'Uilt. l>..~ Hare (196/j) suggests, it i.f' e"rident ths.t 

differentiation or these t-.:o types of psyc::'lpcthy heo otten b!'en mene only 

afte:- c!lreful study to dete1:11lioe if eny neurotic or moti"otlonal feotl.:l'es 

can be found to "f'xplain" the behavior. II such f!'atures are found 

then the individual is not coosidered to b!' a trup primary psychopath. 

It is obvious that in eny given case ~uch elforts are facilitated or 

tineered by tile cO::lpletf~oe~;t' of the social history, the reliability or 

the inl'orrnation obtained about the person, snel by the preconceivAd 

biase'3 of the investigator. HOI.'ever, attt'opts at r11 f:t ereTltiation have 

be~n successful in the scre~ning and selection of comparison groups 

for experimentel study, as the result" of Hareis, Lykken's and 

Schachter and latane', s .. ork have sno .. n. For inAton.:e, as !'cvie'Jed 

earlier, the two groups have bet'n found to clhfer in learning to 

B\'oid ptmishment. 

A ~et!lod Developed to Air in Differer>t1.et1n;; Types of Ps;rchopaths and 

to Differentiate Pl'ychop:;;hs from NOl1nf'vcho~ths 

.ri.". conceptuallzeo by LykkeI' (19)'r) 'th~ Activity Preference 

Que'3t1on.'18ire (t>.I'Q) .. as developer] to c!iffer~m;::.ate bet-reen'p~ycho_ 

petnic ana nor.psychop:ltl:ic persons along <l dImenSion of anxiety-

l'esctivi"ty. I'~ "!IS as"ume(l. that prims"!'y psycllopcths \lould oe lea5l; 

sUbJect to anxiety. The 1te:ns on this questionnaire .... ere ratEd 

along B scale or unpleasantness by 1000 ..:tuoent JUdges anc: tncy ... ere 

then !!lB tche.J ano r,eire1 accoraing to tnei.r meen unpleasantne:::s values 

to fore B Iorced-choice instrument. Most }airs consist of all anxiety-

a:-ou~1.ni.: or provoking (p;nb!lrra~sing, f1;"te.;.'1tening, ()l;c.) i "em ;a1 reo 
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with a tedious (onerous, distasteful, irritating, etc.) but nan-anxiety-

arousing alternative. rt has been demo!lstrated that this questicnnaire 

succeeded in differentiating between psychopathic ~~d nonpsychopathic 

Ss selected on the basis of other independent criteria (Lyy.ke.n, 1957, 

Schachter & Latane, 15)6ll). Also, facbr analysis (Lykken, 1905) sub-

sequent1y demonstrated that the anxiety items loaded an a c=on factor 

of "anxiety-proneness", whereas no co=on factor loading resulteri for 

the non-anxiety ite:ns. 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 

f;ctor" (Lykken, 15)65). Reliability estimates using the Kuder-

Richardson 20 formula ha\~ consistently yielded re1iabilities in the 

high .80s and low .90s (Lykken, 1955). Consequently this inst~ent 

appears to be a useful tool in the differentiation of psychopaths 

and nonpsychopaths. 

Antisocial and Dyssocial Psychouaths 

Another distinction is often made between the antisocial and the 

dyssodal varieties of psychopathy. As quoted previously, the anti-

social reaction seems to come closest to describing the behavior 

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

viewed as bein~ a result of the ir~ividuals so classified I~aving lived 

all their lives in an abnor:Il1.ll moral environment" (Amer. Psychiat. 

Assoc., 1952). Thus the dyssocial person is said to be a "socialized 

delinquent" adhering to the learned social code of his respective 

subculture. However, in. practice, a distinction is probably difficult 
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to .ake between antisocial and 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 and anxiety provide the key distinguishing differences. For 

example, the antisOCial personality is described as being far less 

capable of experien~ing guilt and anxiety, of feeling interpersonal 

loyalty, and of having "good" or understandable motivation for his 

conduct. HOJever, these personality characteristics are difficult to 

assess without making a clinical judgment. Such judgments are likely 

to pe a step removed from the observable behavior and ~onsequently 

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 dJ.fferentiation 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 anxtety-proneness. The 

neurotic sociopath was viewed as being at one extreme (high anxiety), 

the primary sociopath at the other extreme (low anxiety), and the 

dyssocial sociopath vas seen as falling somewhere in the middle of 

the continuum (aversg~ or normal anxiety). He predicted that his 

groups vould differ in showing differential s~ceptibl1ity to anxiety-

eyoklng stL=ull. The predicted result vas not found as his groups cid 

not differ In their performance on a Simple perceptual-motor task 

under stress. But it 'JaS unclear whether this was a fair test of his 
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exper~ental hypotheDi6 since his results could have been influenced 

by his partieular subJeet selection procedure, the teehnique he used 

to test his conee~tion, or by both of these factors. More data was 

elearly celled for to evaluate empirically his proposed subeategoriza-

tion of psycho.IBthy and to determine what if any value it might 

han tor dltrerential treatment snd prognosis. 

Predictions of the Present Study 

It was predieted that psychopaths would seleet significantly 

lIIore ot the anxiety tasKs in a behaviorsl foreed-choice situation than 

.. ould nonpsyc!1opaths. The rationale behind this prediction WBS that 

the psychopaths were assumed to be less anxious than the nonpsyehopatha. 

Since it was assumed that psychopaths are more i=pulaive than 

nonpayehopaths, it was predicted that the PSychopaths' choiee reaction 

tillle (RT) "'ould be significantly less than the RT of the nonpayehopaths. 

This predietion vas suggested by frequent references in the literature 

to psychopatha' tendency to act before they give full consideration 

to the consequences of their a~tions. 

Senrel other measures of anxiety were taken for purposes of 

comparison with previous researeh. It vas felt that if the PSycho-

paths also obtained significantly lower anxiety seores on these 

additioaal Deasures stronger conelusions ~ould be dravn and the 

generalizability ot positive findings in the choice behavior experi-

ment vould be greater. Specifically, it WBS predicted that: (1) 

the psychopaths "'ould select delayed shock more frequently thon the 

nonpaycbopaths in a replication of Hare's (1966) immediate !!. 
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delayed shoek choice experl~ent, ano (2} that the psychopaths would 

obtain significantly lover anxiety scores than the oonpsYChopsths on 

several paper-and-pencil measure8 of anxiety such a8 the Activity 

Preference Questionnaire, the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale, the. 

A-Factor Scale, and the Pt scale of the MMPI. 



Method 

Flfty Inmates at Pel~dleton State ReforlfolltOI"Y in Pen:!letor:, 

Indiana were seleeted ss ~s for this study. TWenty-five ~~s 

were chosen for each of 1;wo groups, a psychopathic (p) grO".lp sod a 

nonpsychopsthic (NP) gr()~lp. 

The ages and Revised Army Beta IQs of the ~s were obtai~d from 

their recorda. This infoirmation was not available for fiye ~s in 

grou~ If: and .for one ~ i.n groupP; Constlque~tly, the mean IIges and 

me,n IQa of O~ly ~4 of the Ps and 20 of the liPs ..... ere cOl:!pBre-d to 

determine if any group cfifferences existed. The mean age of Ce Pa 

.¥as 23.79 lind their mean IQ was 100.29, whereas the mean age of the 

IPs 118S 25.1 and their mean IQ was 104.58. The two grOt.ip6 -.. ere 

found to differ neither in ,age. <,~:::1.06"~=42, liS), nor in IQ 

(1= 1.48, M= 42, liS). Eight of the Pa (32'1» aoo seven of the lIP;;­

(2~) were.Negro. 

S.ubJect Selection Procedure 

The 50 ~s used in this study were selected USing Q serie. of 

.uecesslve screening proced~res which wl11 be described belovo 

These procedures Included (1) original nominations, (2) a reevalua­

tion of the crlg1nal nomineen, and (3) .diagnosis of the _tr?A:eI5. 

Orlginal lominations 

In cODllection with a previoull investigationl 14 retol1ll8toq employees 

2. 'l'h1a study 118S carried ou,t by Akio Ohmori 115 part of a g!"!IC1.l8te 
PSychology course requirement at Indiana University. 
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(co~elors, guards, ana teBcher~) had nominated 1nmates to a psycho-

pathic and a nonpsychopathic group. Each of these employees was 

aequainted with many illl!llltes at th~ reformatory. The nOOlinations were 

baaed on a eheck list of characteristics corresponding closely to 

Cleckley's (1964) criteria of psychopathy. Tilh check list 111 shown 

in Appendix A. The nominators had been 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 connection with this nomination procedure. 

( Thia origiaal nomination procedure resulted in the nomination of 

over 200 inmates, of whom 104 vere named only to group P and 106 only 

to group Np2. 

Reevaluation of Original Nominees 

This reevaluation was undertaken several months after the 

original nomination procedure. At the time 40 of the inmates origin-

ally nominated were no longer at the reform tory • The purpose of 

this procedure was: .,(1) to obtain date on the i.nternal consistency 

or intra-nominator @greement of the nominators, (2) to get some 

estimate of inter-~OOIinat?r agreement on the nom1nees, and (3) to 

obtain information concerning the presence or absence of each of 

the eheck list eharaeteristies for each of the original nom1nees. 

Eaeh nOOlinator VIlS first shO' ... n the entire list of original 

naninees and VIlS asked to place eaeh name in one of four categories. 

2. Only eight inmates were nominsted to both groups. 
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These four categories included (1) P=feel inmate possesees most or 

III of the check list charscteristics, (2) NP = f~el inmate possesses 

fevor none of the listed attributes, (3) N::knov inmate but do Dot 

reel he belongs in either Of the first t .... o ca tegories, and. (4) DK-:: 
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do not kn~~ inmate. After the completion of this tesk esch nominator 

ves given s list cOll8isting of the names he had originally contributed. 

His task vas to indicate vhich of the characteristics on the check 

list he felt .... ere descriptive of each of these inmates. Details 

of the instructions given to the nominators snd the important 

relults concerui':lg intrs-l1ominator agreement, inter-Domioator agree-

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 

psychopathi~ and nonpsychopsthls 2s .... as drawn by select1ng inmates 

vho vere reassigned to the same category by the original nominators, 

and vho, in addition, .... ere placed in that same cstegory by several 

other nominatora. 

Diagnosis 'of Nominees 

Thl1 vas the final step of the selection process. The reform~ 

atory recorda of the pool of 70 potential 2s vere revie.ed by ! .... ho 

val uhaV!lre of tile grou.P melllberohip of these inmates. In each case 

! made an independent disgnosis of the presence or absence of 

psychopathy baaed upon (1) data related to institutional adJuatment, 

(2) data related to adjustment prior to incsrcera,tion, (3) information 

in the record concerning the inmate's capability to fora meaningful 



interpersonal relationships snd to experience emotional attachments 

aad (4) evidence of recognizable or understandable motivation for 

antisocial scts. Unfortunately, information necessary to estimate 

motivation and emotional attachments ~ss often not reported. I~ 

g~Qeral, inmates ~hose records reported more evidence of chronic 

behavioral maladJustment both inside and outside the reformatory 

were diagnosed as psychopaths. I~tes ~h06e records indicated com-

paratively less evidence of such difficulties were called nonpsycho-
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pathic. Potential 2s were not necessarily disqualified from consider-

at~on if !'s diagnosis did not agree With the inmate's group member­

ship based upon the nominationa.3 This was espeCially the case 

when the previous nomination data ~as consistent snd decidedly-~n 

the other direction. Consequently there were 2s selected for the 

study 011 the basis of the noll11n11tion data alone. Diagnosis by ! 'o/8S 

thus Ilot a necessary requirement for selection. 

Summary of Subject Selection Procedure 

On the basis of the steps described above the 50 2s best 

qualified for the tvo groups were selected for the study. Since the 

cooperation of a few of these 2s could not be obtained Bnd since 

a tev of these 2s were in solitary lockup and unavailable for partici-

pation 1n the atudy, the next best qualified 2s available were substituted 

1n the tlnal selection. A presentation of the important selection data 

3. AD overall agreement of 73~ ~BS found between E's diagnosis and 
the group assignment of the 70 potential 2s whose records were 
reYieved. 
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and check list character1stics of these 50 ~s Is shown In Appendices 

F and O. 

Task Selection Procedure 

The- purpose of thIs procedure ·.asto peir anxlety-arousino tasks 

~it~ tasks arOUSing no 3~~tety, the tasks havino been matched 

according to degree of unpleasantness. The steps carrie.:1 out in 

obtaining thIs end result vere: (1) preselecting a lIst of tasks 

intuitively felt to be unpleasant because they eIther evoked anxIety 

or were otherwIse dIstasteful, (2) obtaining independent ratings 

coneernlng the reason these tasks were unpleasant, and (3) obtaIning 

ratings of the degree of unpleasantness of these tasks. Both 

psycholOgists and inmate raters participated in steps t'JO and three 

ot th is proced ure • 

Preselection of Tasks 

FIrst, a preltmlnary list of 52 unpleasant wske · ... as created. 

AD attempt was IIIIIde to include tasks which could be performed in en 

experimental sItuatIon. Tasks were included which were felt to be 

unpleasant because they elicited either physical or social anxiety or 

because theT were oneroua or tedious. 

Determination of th~ Res son Why the Tasks were Unpleasant 

J'ourteen peychOlogists4 and 13 new illlll8tes at the refonaatory 

were asked to plece each of the 52 preselected taaks in one of five 

different descriptive categories. The tasks were placed in one of 

4. Ten of these 14 raters were clInical paychology interna. The 
tour remaining rsters were professional clinical psychologists. 

,. 
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of the folloving categories: (1) physical anxiety, (2) social 

anxiety, (3) tedious, (4) onerous, or (5) unpleasant because of a 

cOllbinatlon o,r the above reasons. The lnatructions given to the 

nten and a list of the 52 taakB 1& ahovn in Appendix H. For the 

laaate ntera theae Instructions were simplified and read aloud by 

! with examples being given ot tasks fitting each-of the categories. 

Taaka Vere considered ror final,. selection and USe In the experiment 

for which there vas conaistent agreement concerning the reason the 

taat vaa unpleasant. Agreement;;as good ccncernlng which tasu 

arQWIed anxiety and lihich taSKS did not. However, there lias SOllIe 

41aagreeaent withi. these categories. For inatance, the ir~te 

ntara eapecially disagreed among themselves eoncerning whether 

particular non-anxiety-arousing tasks vere tedious or onerous. 

Determinaticz. of the Degree of Unpleasantness of the TaSKS 

In order to pair anxiety tasu lilth tedious or onerous tasks, 

matched for degree of unpleosantness, ratings liere obtained from ten 

clinical p81chology interns and from 100 unselected inmates enrolled 

In the e4uestional program at the reformatory. 

All nters liere Instructed to rate the 52 unpleasant tasks and 

aD additional 25 pleasant taaKs along a nine-point Thurstone rating 

aeale. This aeale ranged from a rating of one (extremely pleasant) 
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tbrougb five (task is neither pleasant nor unpleasant) to a r8ting 

of nine (extremely unpleasant). The rating instruetions ~ere simpli-

tied and read aloud to the inmate raters. Examples were given and 

sa.e of the tasks vere visually demonstrated to the inmates. Instead 

ot asaigning numbers to the tasu, ~he inmates merely bad to check along 



• line scalo di"Tided into sections numbered from one to nine as esch 

talk wal read aloud to them, to indicste how pleaBant or unplea6tint 

the1 felt each tIIsk to be. 

The reaults of the ratings of the psychologists and the inmates 

indicated good agreement. A measure of the inter-relstionehip 

between the psychologists' aod the inmates' ratings of degree of 

unpleasantnesl for the unpleasant tasks vas computed using the product-

moment correlation coefficient. A correlation of .773 was obtsined 

C£!= 50, l!. < .01). 

Final Selection and Pairing of Tasks 

The inmates' ratings of degree of unpleasantness were used to 

match anxiety aod non-anxiety taaks as closel~ aa possible. Six 

pa1rs of tasks which seemed pract1cel to arrsnge and set up 1n an 

experimental situation were then selected for use in the experiment.5 

A descr1pt1on of these tasks is presented in Appendix J. In each 

case, except one, a social or physical anxiety task was I118tched with 

• ted10us task or onerous task. The remaining task pair consisted 

or • ted10us task I118tched with an onerous task. 

Procedure 

The experiment 'olliS carried out in a spacious well-lIghted room 

within the walla of the reformatory. Two inmate clerks assisted! in 

contacting 2s, obtaining their cooperation, scheduling appointments, 

and in helping! in all parts of the procedure 'Which req.u1red assis-

tants. 

5, A pre11minary pilot study provided supportive evidence that the 
tasks were evenly matched and that the instructlons to be reud to 
the 2a were clear end understandable. 
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Upon enterIng the experimental room, §. was seated aUd r.~ad the 

following instructions: 

You'll get two packs of' cigarettes for being 
In this experiment. I'll give them to you as 
soon.as .e're finished. I'm interested io find­
ing out how people make difficult decisions. I em going to give you sevaral choices. Io each 
case you must decide which of two things you 
vant to do. For instance, say you have a choice 
between getting a pack of Cigarettes aod a 
quarter. If you could ,have ooe, but oot bot.h, 
which ... ould you take? IJK- nOll I'll give you t.1l0 
unpleasant things to choose bet ... een. FroC! 00 ... on, 
... hat .)'tIu choose to do you must really do. Do 
you understand? Remember, I'm gOing to have 
you really do what you pick. You must picic 
one of them. Pick the lLesser of t ... o evils a5 
far as you are concerned. Any questions? OK-
no more questions. Here" 6 the first pa ir of 
thIngs 'you have to choose between.Say "I'm ready" 
as soon as you've made up your mind. Listen 
carefully ••• 

The first two tasks were then read aloud to §. as ~ saij, NEither 

you have to ••• or .)'tIu have to ••••• Using a stop watch ~ recorded 

the time it took §. to make each ·choice. 

After!! had performed the taslt chosen; the next task piir was 

introduced by ~ say~ng, ·OK- here ~Ire two more Unplessant tasks you 

have to choose between". Each §. W81S given the six 118irs of tasks in 

• different random order. 

When!! had s.elected and performed the sixth and .final task he 
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vaa taken over to the shock apparatus and he vas read these additional 

lnatructions6: 

~. The ahock apparatUB, procedure, Imd instructions used in thts part 
of the atudy were similar in all importsnt respects to those des­
cribed by Hare (1966). 



OK- now I want to find out how much shock 
you are willing to accent. 7 (E then determined 
how llruch shock S was ',..iiling to accept by 
turning the shock up one step at a time. After 
~ iniicated that he ~ished 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 mid~ay 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 
seplU;'llted S from E). Dependine; on which key 
yuu press you will receive either an :i=ediate 
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). 
r.he shock will be no higher than that which you 
told me was your lill'.i t. OK- now press the key which 
says "immediate shock" and I'll show you what that 
means. OK-' now 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 w~th Hare (1966), six free-choice trials were then given 

~ith about a 30-second intertrial interval. The effects of possible 

position preferences were controlled by having the immediate shock 

associated with the left key for one-half of the Ss and w~th the 

right key for the remaining ~ s. '. 

After ~ had made his six choices he was asked several questions 

concerning 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, 
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study, ~'s assistants sent out requests for the ~s to return to complete 

7. No differences were found bet·,..een groups in the intensity of shoe}: 
the Ss s~lected as their limit. These results were in agreeme~t 
w1th-Hare's, who also found no difference between his groups in 
the intensity of shock the ~s were willing to accept. 

'i :, 



the APQ aDd the MMPI. Hslf of the ~s were called for each of two 

group ad=1nlstratlons.8 
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A1l ~a eOilplet.~d the APQ first snd then they ".ere given the MMPI. 

Lykken's IJ'Q is sho\1D In Appendix K. No Ua:e lilllita liere impcllled. 

During theae aessions assIstance in sns'.ering questions and clarifying 

the written InstructioDa li8S provided by ~'a t.o aasistants. 

. \. 

8. Of the 50 88 only 18 of the Ps 8nd 18 of the ~ returned to 
JlSrtlelpate. The reiDSln1ng ~s either did not wish to coo~rste, 
or they were otherwise unavailable beC8Ul'8 they .ere in solitary 
lockup or had been paroled during the t1m~~ interval between 
the experiment and the later testing. 
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Aeau.lta 

Taak Choice Experi~ent 

It waa predicted that Group P would select more anxiety tasks 

than Group IP. The mean number uf anxiety taaks chosen by Group P 

vas 2.84, with a variance of 1.73 and a range of from one to five 

anxiety taaks selected. For Group IP the mean wa$ 2.52, the variance 

1.61 and the range frOn! zero to five. The means of the two groups 

vere not found to differ significantly (1=.857, 2!=48). 

, On tour of the five psirs of tasks containing an anxiety task, 

IIOre £s ill Group P than in Group NP chose the anxiety task. The 

proportion of £s in the two groups chool1ng each anxiety task was cc.­

pared using Chi Square tests. None of the differences in proPort1ons 

vae found to be significant at the .05 level. The resu.lts showing 

the nuaber 01' ~a in each group selecting each 01' the five anxiety tas&a 

18 ahown in Table 1. 

Choice Reaction Time 

The prediction .as made that the psychopaths would have a lover 

choice reaction time than the nonpsychopeths. The mean total reaction 

time of Group P wall 44.4 seconds aDd the D~an of Group NP wos 47.6 

theile .eane were not found to be sigD1ticantly different (1~.336, 

Compariaon of Groupe on Additional Anx1ety Messurea 

I~ vas pred1cted, as Hare (1966) had demonstrated, that the 

peychopatha vou.ld cllOO&e delayed shock more frequently than the 



P 

Group 

lIP 

Totaa 

'l'IIble I 

I\Izaber of 28 in Grou:ps P lind NP selecting 

each of the anxiety taaks 

luaber of Anxiety Taaks Selected 

Board Shock Reading 
Pendulum ~ Cigarette ~ Another Sentences 

20 14 14 14 9 

17 11 13 18 4 

37 25 27 13 

" , 
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nODpeychopeths in a forced choice situation. It · .. os foUllA that only 13 

ot the total of 50 ~s seleeted the delayed shock one or more t~s out 

of sIx trials. Of those ~s s~lecting delayed shQC& 10 were in Group P 

and three were 1n Group NP. Thus, 4~ of the Ps chose delayed ~hock 

at least onCe as compered to ~ of the "Ps. The proportion of ~s 

in each group selecting delayed shock was compared using a Chi Square 

test and the groupe were not found to ditfer s1gnH'1contly (!?= 3.74, 

~=l). AltholJ8b not significant the :oesults wer'! in the expected 

d1rectlon. Only six ~s chose the delayed shock on more than one trial. 

All of these £s were in Croup P. 

t The lIean scores or Group P and Group NP .... ere not found to differ 

signIficantly on any of tbe other snxiety questionnaire measures. The 

means of the 1.""0 groups are presented tor inspection In Table 2. 9 

In order to determine the relationsh1p between the £s' cholce be­

harior during the experiment lind their questionnaire responses, Goodman 

alld lCrwIlt;al's gallllll8 statbtic IiSS comVwted as a measure of assOCiation. 

Thia statistic is described by Hays (1963) as a measure of aSSOCiation 

in ordered classes aDd it bas a slmpl~ prObabtlistlc Interpretation. 

These statistics are reported in Table 3. JODe of these indices ot 

association wei found to be lignificant. Take~ together, the negative 

coefficients 11l4l1cate only a lIinimal, l2CDsignH'icant tendency tor hlsh 

Sll1Ce only 36 of the original 50 S. psrticlpsted ill this testing 
the results found between the two-groups should be interpreted 
cautIously. In partie~lar the ~eesureB of ssaocistion bet .... een 
the Sts choice behavior snd the questtonnaire scores ruy have beeD 
dlffereDt 1r all £s bad part1clpated in the peper-8M-pencil 
teat1q. 
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hble 2 

Meane of Groupe P lind 1fP 011 the APQ, ·the n.tAS, 

A-Factor, and Pt Scale. 

Groul! P Mean Groul! NP Mean 

APQl 29.5 30.4 
1)CAS2 14.6 15·9 
A-Factor 14-3 13.1 

Pt Scale 14.9 13.1 

1. 11 :18 tor both groupe. 

2. I =12 tor GroUp P 11M If =16 for Group IfP for tbe ~, 
A-Factor, and Pt scales from tbe MMPI. 

31 
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Table 3 

GelIIII8 StattatiC8 ·Sho,.,1ng the Rellltion Betweo:n 

~s' Behavior in the Task Choice' Situation 

and their Seoru on the QUeotionnaires 

APQ Seor .. l 

YS 
Choict! Scores 

-.18 

'INAS Score,,2 
11'8 

Choiee Scores 

-.09 

1. Total ff = 36 for AN. 

A-Factor Senrlrs 
VB 

Choice Scct!.!.! 

-.}4 

2. Total 11=28 tor ~AS, A-Factor, and Pt Scales. 

Pt Seoru 
vs 

~ice Scorel!l 

-.23 
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aeoru Oil the allXlety' sealell ~o be re~ted to a lov number qt: anxiety 

task leleet,lb!'lI'durlng the !!x:Pe~iment •. The8e cOefricients .... ere, ho .... -

.",r~ .1I1'~e:"expected dlrection l.p -each clIse. 

-Task Chotc,~. of Reconstl~llted Croups 

The lubJect .~lectton procedure plllced moat e~ph89ill on the 

original nomirwttol'ls and the reevlI1\lllt1on Of the nomInees by ret'orl1ll1-

tOrT persoruiel untrained in the area 0',( clintClil psychology or 

psyeblatry. Rove-,er, the independent diagnosea bosed Oil the §'&' 

ro(orllliitory recorda .... ~re lJI8de by!!, .... ho had training iD cHnical 

peychology. It liDS therefore decided to ~~e add1tiO.rl!ll c;:o:npsrisons 

b9 t 'o(!!en the" groupe, reconllt.l tuted' a'd ~, IIhichplacI:.-l greater I!lIp1ul_ 

11s on !'. diagnoses of the 5.. This .... as done beca\llle it 118s a8s~~ed 

that !'I diagno8ea might result la 8 lIore valid differentiation of 

peychopetha lind nonpeychopatha. 

'tret, •• additlo081 ad hoc cC1ll1,p8rison .... 88 made betlleen the illo 

groupe ~ lnclud ing only tholle §.I ln' groups P and NP • .. ho had qu.1Hied 

for t.!lelr rupeet1 ve groupe both by: (1) the naml!U1tlon procedure~ 

!.!!!! (2) by diagnosIs. f..tJ II result llix§.. were e1tl1l11llited frol1 the; 

orlg1~1 P group (thoeeP, .... ho hlld beeD, d~lIgn08e. 1111 NP) aod 10,211 

vere el1D1i.nated frOG Group IfP (four NPa who were clillgnosed all Fa and 

.h: II'P1I tor \1110. DO d1.gnolled liere IlI8de). The.e reconlltituted groupe 

tbua conto1Ded 19 PII IIDd 15 NPI!. For then neli groupe the !lelln number 

ot' .nxiety tallks lIelected vall 2.95 for Group P and 2.20 for Group NP. 

The.e DlealUl '''ere I10t t'ount.l to be otot.bticlllly Bign1flcllnt C~= 1.68~ 
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!ext, another !1 ~ comparle~ .as carried out, including in Group 

p ollly tholle ~II diagnosed 118 "pa:;cho?'th1c~ by!:, and including in 

Group !P ~~ those £s for vhan a "lIonpeJ~hopBthlc" diagnosis was made. 

1ft thelle reconstituted groups, GIx KPs (~'II diagnosis) were sVitched 

trom Grou~ P to Group NP, four Pa (~'II diagnosis) were changed from 

Group NP to Group P, lind' the six ~II in Group NP tor whOlll no Jllagnosia 

vas made were eliminated fro. CODs1cerstion. Thele reconstItuted groups 

cODsisted of 23 Pa and 21 NPs. The Dean Dumber of anxIety tasks 

chose~ by these Dew groups WIIS 3.09 for Group P ~nd 2.29 for Group NP. 

These'lleana were fouad to be signit'1cantly different (~:: 2.09, if:: 42, 

11 ,,'>5). Therefore, reconstituting the groups 011 the bula of diagno­

sis alo'".:",: the predicted result ' .. liS obtained. These "psychopaths" 

aelected significantly more of the aDX1ety tasks than did these "non-

peychoP!lths". Caution mUDt be exerclzed 1n interpretIng this difference 

becau8e the grol1P11 vererecO!lstlt1..1ted ~ !!..~. Csution 15 further 

:;,,\dicated by the fact that additIonal corupartBons between these new 

~oupe in the !=mediate !!. dela:;e1 shOCk situation Bnd on the Bnxiety 

questionnaires were DOt found to be significant • 
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Discussion 

In this study two groups, nOOlinated by reformatory personnel on 

the basis of the presence or absence of apecifled psychopathic 

characteristics, were not found to differ in their anxiety chOice 

..behavior or on several additional measures of anxiety. IDlll8tes 

scoring h.iCl and low on the variOUS measures were found in poth 

groups. It had been predicted, prImarily on the basis ot ~leckleyta 

clinical observations lind on the results of several previoaa experi-

mental stUdies, that psychopathic criminals would not find anxlety-

1¥en, tasu to be aa unpleasant 8S would s group of nonpay<:hopathic 

controls. tpe predictions vere not upheld. However, before one 

accepts the conclaaion that this study presents evidence against the 

notion that psychopaths are less snxious than nonpsychopatna, uyeral 

aspects of the study must be carefully examined. 

Selection or Psychopsths and Nonpsychopaths 

It could 'be argued that the subject selection procedure used In 

th1a study Villi inadeCluate in that it di:l not re'Bult ill a clellr-cut, 

.. 11d differentiation between psychopathic lind nonpsychopathic offen-

dera. Earlier investigators found lIignificollt dlrferences between 

psychopaths aM nonpsychopaths on the AFQ snd in tb.e choice of iamedl­

ate .!!.. delsled sheek (Lykken, 1957; Schachter 50 Latane, 1964; Hare, 

1966). Such dU'ferences >Tere not round in thIs IItudy. Theile findingll 

auggest that the selection procedures may Dot haYe been comparoble. 

III defense of the selection procedure used in this study, it 111 

Iloteworth¥ that both intranomiaator p~ Internomlnator agreement were 
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ecceptable. In general, £s originally placed In one group were placed 

1a the sallie group during the reevaluation by the original nOlllinator. 

Also different nOMinators did ap~ar to agree, overall, in their 

alllliguaent of the 2,s to the two groups. In addi t'1on, it vas evident 

that psycbopsthic no~inees vere viewed as having many more of the check 

list characteristics than did the nonpsychopatnic nominees. It can 

be concluded that, overall, P nOMinees were inmatea who impreesed the 

DOIIliDlltors as being behaviorally. maadjusted in. sany ways. This 'o'lIS 

not true ~t the NP nominees. Tbey vere aeen ss being much better 

adJuated vithin the reformatory environment. 

Hovever, one can argue that the presence of add! tional ..,re 

subtle characteristics may be necesssry to different1ate individuals 

vlth true, class1cal, psychopathic disorder froa those vith related 

seyere antisocial resctlona. Such traits may not have been properly 

eapbaBized 011 the check list, or taken into account by the nomiMtcrs. 

Moreover, psychopathiC characteristics such as extreaecsll~ness, 

elllOtional indifference, lack of sense of guilt, and absence of under-

,tandsble purpose or motivatiOn tor antisocial acts may be very 

dlfflclllt to fnter snd rate. Proi'eaBioJllll cl1aical psychologists. and 

psychiatrists may be needed to sssess the presence or absence of such 

characteristicG accurately. In the present st~~y the nominators vere 

uatrained observers and, accord1ng to comments made by some of thea, 

they were dealing with the "good guys" verllU8 the "bad guys" 1n the 

reformatory. Thua it appeared that some ot the nomiJllltors nom1cated 

instltutlona]. troublemakers to Group P and institutional conformiats 

to Group IF. There 1s a question whether such nominations should be 
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considered a good procecare to use in the differentiation of psychopaths 

and nonpllycho~thll. 

Taking only ~'s diagnosis into account in the aSllignment of §a to 

groupa, the predicted results .ere obtained in the tallk choice experi-

=ent. However, 8S noted earlier, thelle ad hoe groups did not differ 

CD the other anxiety measures, thus limiting the conclusions that could 

be drawn from these additional resultll. In thi8, however, there was 

fOund aom~ support for the idea that trained, clinical observers may 

be better able to aelect and differentiate psychopaths from nonpaycho-

}18th. in a reformatory population. Tbe degree to .... hich professional 

DOminatora .... ~uld improve the selection would undDubtedly depend on hov 

vell theae trdned observers knew the potenUal §:Il iDvol.ved and hov 

complete the records on these §Il vere. 

1'l'~Y10U8 Iltudies (Schachter'" Latan:, 1964; Hare, 1966; arid Hare, 

1968) reporting Ilignificant resulta between f4ychopaths and nonpeycho-

}18th. OIl anxiety-related meallures, did requ.ire the nominations of their 

~a to be made by profellsionals, such as clinical psychologilltll snd 

priaon paychiatrillts. Consequently, the difference in the aelection 

procedurell used may have had Ilome bearing on the different rellultll 

obtained in the present study. 

Aleo, perhaps thia study vas In error in not attempting to define 

the poaitive characteristics of nonpaychopatha In a more preCise way. 

I'l'evioua inveatl~tors, forexsmple Lykken (1957), made a special 

atte.pt to Ilelect ~ "neurotic" or "snxloue· coctrol group against which 

to contraat thf: behavior of their "primary" paychopatha. This atudy, 
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1n def1ning Group NP by a process of exclus10n, probably d1d not 

opt11111ze .,the chance. ~ selecting extreme groups. Rather, the groupe 

actually selected can be descr1bed aa,d1ffering only 1n degree on the 

characteristics Hsted on the check Hst. Add1tional ev1dence for 

the quest10nable make-up of Group NP waa the poor inter-nominator 

agreement for theN? nominees (5~) in comparison with that of the 

Group P nolll1nees (85j.). 

This study also suffered from the handicap of having many of the 

original Group P and NP nominees no longer available for use. This 

wes due to ,the lengthy lapse of time between the original nominations 

and the actuai execution of this study. About one-fifth of the original 

nominees hsd been either transferred, discharged, or paroled'dl~ing 

this time. A disproportionate number of these origInsl nominees .ere 

members of the nonpsychopathic group and had been paroled. As s 

result, it wss difficult to find enough qualified NP nominees for the 

study. 

However, despite these criticis~, it was evident that a sample 

of ~s demonstrating marked and severe antisocial behavior and attitudes 

did not significantly differ frqm a sample of ~s not so blatantly 

maladjusted, 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 fran the 

task selection data that the paired tasks did differ in their capacity 
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to arouse anxiety, while b~!ng simila~ in their degree of unpleasant-

ness. But the question can be raised as to whether the paired 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 §s indicated that they selected ~ome tasks primarily 

because it would take less time to perform them. Also, some of the Ss 

stated that they looked upon the anxiety tasks as more challenging, 

wheress they viewed the non-anxiety tasks as being more humiliating 

and degrading. How ~uch such additional factors entered into the ~s' 

decision making is unknown. In general, bowever, the tasks used in 

th{s study were felt to represent a sample of behavioral tasks differ-

i08 primarily on an anxiety di!llension. 

. The replication of Hare's (1966) study of delayed !!. t.mediate 

shock vas done in order to obtain an additional measure of anxiety 

reactivity and to determine if the §a selected for thia study were 

comparable to his psychopaths and nonpaychopaths. Hare's psychopaths 

chose the delayed shock 44.5~ of the time, .hereas hia nonpaycbopaths 

chole it only 12.~ of the time. In general, all £s selected for this 

study chose the immediate shock much more frequently. The §s in 

Group P chose the delayed & "ock only 14. 7i of the t1llle and the §a in 

Group IfP cbose it only ~ of "he time. Thus it appeared that the ~s 

selected for this study differed markedly from Hare'a £a in their 

preference tor immediate shock. Although this study obtained reaults 

in the expected direction, in that more psychopaths chose delayed 

shock, it vas not evident that the psychopatbs a8 a group were uncon-

cerned over vaiting for the sbock. No ~s made comments like those 
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reported by Hare's subjeets to the effect that Wvsitlng for the 

occurrence of delayed shock bothered them very little". On the con­

trsry, many §.S in ~ groups cOlClllented that they desired to "get it 

over vith as qulckly all posslble." Thus it appeared that within the 

sample of §.S selected for this study only a small minority behaved 

40 

in a vay suggestive of faulty fear condltionabtlity or minimal anxiety 

reactivity. Two of the most extreme cases of "peychopathic 

peraonality·, Judged on the basls of both nominatlona and diagnosls, 

shoved obviOUS fear and marked apprehension over recelving the 

electric shockD. These resulta seem to cast some doubt on the theory 

that low anxiety or lack of fear is the basis for many severe CBses 

of -psychopathic behavior." Although some chronic Offenders may be 

emotionally callous or lndifferent to fear, this dld not appesr to 

hold true in the maJorlty of such behavior disorders. 

It va. alao of interest that the tvo groups dld not differ either 

on ~kken'lI AFQ nor on three sddltional paper-and-pp.ucll meaaures of 

anxiety. High and lov scores on all theae scales vere found In both 

group!. Saae IIBY argue that the '])(AS, and perhaps the other K'lPI 

aasures, are not very good Ileasures of anxiety. AUUDllng this to be 

true, it 1. not too surprising that the tvo groupe did not differ on 

theae aasures. However, It Is interestlng that the AFQ did not 

lucceed In differentiatlng the groups as it has in previous studiea 

(Lykken, 1957; Schachter & Laten:, 1964). Since the AFQ vss alao not 

found to be related signiflcantly to the behavioral task chOices of 

the §.s, thi. Itudy casta some doubt on Its conatruct validity as a 

aeasure of anxiety reactivity. More research III certainly called for 
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to evaluate further the uaerulness and validity of this instrument. 

Toward a Conception of Psychopathy 

Tbere eurrently appear t'o be t .... o Slfferent vievs concerning 

whieh individual. should be labelled psyehopathic (or sociopathic) and 

which individuals should not. One iFCUP of observers, including 

Cleekley and researcher. influenced by his ideas, limit the use of 

the label to eases demonstrating, not only repeated disregard for social 

conventions and the rulea of fair play, but also aperVBsive emotional 

eallOWlneBs and indIfference to the feelings and needs of others. The 

other group, exemplified by Robins (1966), apply the label much more 

broadly, the diagnosis being less 8pe~irie in its applicatioo. The 

basiC difference seems to be that the "Cleckley psychopath- i8 described 

a. lacking in emotionsl depth, being unmoved by the feelings vhieh 

aotivate other people. Only individuala having"this eharacteristic 

to:a aarked and reeognizable degree are vieved by the Cleckley group 

aa being true psychopaths in the classical sense. The other eriteria 

(tf psychopathy are rele{;ated to seeondary importance. In faet many 

reaearchers in this gruup have used the trait of elllOtionsl byporeaetiv-

ity, reinterpreted more narrovly as a laek of anxiety, a8 an "explana­

tion- ft.)r the other common psychopathic eharaeteristica observed by 

cl1ll1eians. 

Iaatead of focusing only on the hypothe81s that the psychopath'. 

behartor 18 a result· of an absence of anxiety, it vould perhaps be 

acre benefieial to look at the effect the psychopath's behavior has 

on his 1nImediate environment. Perhaps the oft-eite-3 psychopathIc 

traita, such a. irre.ponsibI1ity, deceitfulness, aDd ~n1pulatlon, 
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are DOt the result of l~ snxiety, but are instead tools used eitber 

to reduce or svoid immediate anxiety or to obtain immediate positive 

re1D~orcementso The psychopath's use of psychological defense 

aechanisma such as denial, rationalization, and projection may serve 

at.1lar functions. In the extreme, classical cases of psychopathic 

personality perhaps such behaviors may have developed into highly 

success~. habitual, and self-per.petuating ways of pathological 

adaptation. Such illdi viduals, ."i th reinforced expe.!'!ence, come to 

develop confidence in their sbility to reduce immediate anxiety and/ 

or obtain illlllediate gratifIcation. Such behavior may payoff repeatedl,y, 

aDd be overlearned, so tJlllt in time tbe individual may appear to be 

aDXiety deficient. These psychopatbic "coping ~trategies" could be 

expect~d to be resistant to change in .proportioD to the extent that 

they have been reinforced during the individual's life history. In 

tbe case of other' chronic antisocial Individuals, libo appear more 

aDX10ua and uncomfortable, it can be hypothesized thBt their "coping 

atrateg1ea- are either losing tbeir effectiveness or they have DOt 

been as liell-learned B8 in the ·classical· cases. 
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Appeooix A 

Se1eetton Check List 

1. Do not include 1n either group anyone who is or much below 
average intelligence. 

2. Do not include 1n group A: 
a )anyone who is obvio·.:.;ly oentally 111, that 18, who 

baa delusions or glv~~ evidence that he bears or seea 
things that others do not. 

b) anyone who is either very nervous much of the time, 
or who bas strong irrational fears, or who worries 
a great deal, or ~ho is depressed much of the time. 

5om1nate people for Group A who have most of the folloving 
characteristics. 

Nominate people for group B _ho have none or very few ot these 
characteristics. 

1. Superficial chartl. 
2. Poor Judgment and failure to learn by experience. 
3. Unable to appreciate how others feel about bim or bis actions. 
4. Lack of remorse or shaae. 
5. Self-centered and incapable of love or affection. 
6. Lack of strong emotional reactions. 
7. Unreliable. 
8. Untruthf\.l.l and insincere. 
9. Antisocial actio!1S c=it~ed for small stalces and under 

great risks of being discovered. 
10. Doea not respo~d to consideration, 'kindness, or trust. 
11. Engages in mall. cious p!"a:tits. 
12. Sex life impersonal. casual, and nonselective. 
13. l"all·.ll'e to to11ow any life lI18n. 

.. i 
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Instructiona for the Reevaluation of Nominees. 

Another study is beIng planne~ ualng the InmateR nominated several 

=onths ago to G~oup A and Group B on the basIs ot a selection chec~ 

list ot personality characteristics. These in8trllCtlol\5 concern s 

refinement of the original rating procedure. You Ifill relllember that 

Inmates Ifere to be nominated for Group A ~t they poss~ssed most or 

aU of the characteristics. Inmates were to be noillinated for Group B 

It they Possessed tew or none ot the list characterlst.ics. A list 
~ 

of thele characteristics is Inclurled to remind you vhat they were. 

~ Attached to those instruetion8 Is a list ot !l! inmates 

DOliinated to ~ groups A and B. Only a fe" at these inmates \iere 

originally DOlIIinated by you. I would ~11ce you. to look at each nalle 

on the list and after each name place one of the rollo.iog classIflca-

tlOD I118rka: 

~ means whether or not you originally nominated 
this peraon tel Group A you teel he does qualify 
tor Group A. 

! means whether or not you originally Domina'Ced 
thla person to Group B yo~ feel he doea quality 
tor Group B. 

(ftll.UI 7OIU' AtJ and Bs vill lnelude persona you originally nominated 
~ nev additional names which y?u did not think ot or which you 
have gotten to know since the orIginal nominations .ere taken.) 

! (or neither) means you kno. the 111l11lte but you 
reel be does not qualify for either Group A or 
Group B. 

~ (or don't Imo''') means you do not knoW' the il1lll8te. 
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. Appendix B (continued) 

Part II I vould nov like you to place the nsme of each inmate you 

originally naninated at the top or 8 coPY' ·)r the selection check list. 

low circle the number of' each descriptive statement you .feel 1a 

characteristic of the icmate being consIdered. Bext, vill you under-

line the three characterhtica vhIch you feel are ~ descriptive of 

each Group A nominee consider.ed and the three ~~ descriptive of 

each Group B nominee ccusidered. 

Only through your cooperation can this study be a succeu. The 

Yalidity of the results vill depend upon the differential .elect1on 

ot inmates meet1ng the criteria for Groups A and B. Also, the 

information you give us at thia tiJle vill help us to better clarify 

the Individual characteristics of each of the original naninees. 



\1 
II il 
i\ 

'i 

n 
!l 
I' 

!l 

AppeDdlx C 

Reaults of Intrsn~tnator Agree~ent Study 

It an lamate was placed in the same category a second time by 

the nominator ".ho had originally nominated him, when his name 10188 

reconsidered, this .. as counted as an agree!llent. If an tnmate · .. ss 

assigned to any of the other three ca tegoJ:'ies uur.1118 the reevaluation, 

this \iSS coUnted 88 a diaagree!llcnt. 

Overall, Intranominator agree~ent of inmates originally nominated 

to Group P was 7~. The agreement of inmates originally placed in 

Group NP wss 75~. Overall intr!lllOfl!,inator agreement of all nomlneea 

..,as 7(if.. 

The intranom.1nator agree!llent of the individual nam.1nators xanged 

trom 5~ to l~. Serious d1sagree!llents, that Is, nominator s0l1tches 

from P to BP 8nj from NP to P to~led to only~. Other Intrsno!llinator 

dlsagreemente consisted of switches from P snd NP to the "don't know" or the 

"do not feel he belong~ in either group" categories. 

The intranominator agreement figures obtained were felt to indicate 

acceptable internal consistency, especially since the reevaluation of 

the nomineea took place several montha after the original nominstions. 

TD1s conclusion is also supported by the fact th~t the nominators were 

given more then the tvo original categories to use during reevaluation, 

.ad they were not reminded ..,hich inmates on the overall list they 

themselvee had previously nominated during Part I of the reevsluation 

procedure. 
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Appendix 0 

Relulta at Internominator Agreement Study 

Given that an inmate was nominated to Group P or Group MP, what 

proportion of the 14 nominators who knew him placed him 1n the group 

to which he was originally nominated. Tbis was determined by dividing 

the total number of nominators placing the inmates in their original 

groups by the total number who indicated that they know them well 

enough to categorize t.hem aa P, NP, or "neither" du:rlng the reevaluation 

procedure. For example, if only three of 14 nOminators indicated they 

lr:i1ew an inmate and if t· .. o of thelle called him P (the group to · .. hlch he 

had orIginally been nominated), then the agreement woUld be 6~. 

Ulling thill procedure the combined overall lnternomlnator agree~ent 

tor all original Ps ~as 85~, whereas the 8greement for all original 

BFa was only 5~. All nominees included (except those originally 

nominated to both groups), the internOm1nat~r agreemen-t \l8S 72j. 

These results suggested that agreement was good across nominators 

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

disagreement 81DOng the nominators as to which inmates should ce called 

lIPs. Apparently the nominators were better able to agree on the group 

plaeement of inmates ~hom they felt met the check list criteria than 

they were at agreeing in inmates demonstrating, in their opinion, aD 

absence ot the listed characteristics. 
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Appendix E 

Check List Characteristics of the Entire Sample 

Of the original nominees, 101 of ~he Ps and 101 of the NPe were 

rr~ed as to the presence or absence of each check list characteristic. 

In this part of the procedure (Part II of the reevaluation) each 

nominator rated only those inmates whose names he had originally 

coatribut~d to the list. 

The results were consistent in sho.ing that the P nominees were 

rated as having more the psychopathic characteristica (1 to 13 on 

the Selection Check List, Appendix A) than .ere the NP nominees. The 

number of each of the nominees in esch of the original groups rated 

a8 having each of the characteristics (1 to 13 in Appendix A) ia listed 

below. 

Characteristic 
lumber 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

No. of P Nominees 
having Charac~eristic 

44 
86 
50 
66 
42 
26 
78 
61 
64 
It2 
33 
27 
78 

No. of NP Nominees 
having Characteristic 

1.8 
17 
5 
9 
3 

12 
9 
7 

14 
2 
Il ,. 

113 



Appendix F 

Summary of Selection Procedu~e Results for the 50 ~s used in Study 

Intranominator Agreement The 25 ~s in Group P received an original 

total of 42 nominations, sir.ce many were nominated by more than one 

nominator. During the reevaluation 86~ of the ncm1natioll8 were once 

again to Group P. 

The 25 ~s in Group NP received an original total of 33 nomina­

tiona. When their names were reconsidered 94~ of the new nominationa 

were once again to Group NP. 

!nternan1nator Agi.'eement The 25 ~s in Group received B total of 150 

nominationa by all 14 nominators · .. ho indica ted they knew the ~ by 

placing him in either the P, NP; or R categories. Of this total 137 

or 91~ were in agreement in plscing these ~s in 9roup P. 

The 25 ~s in Group NP received a tOtal of 109 ncainat10ns by all 

III naninatera during the reevaluation. Of this total 90 or ~ were 

in agreement in placing these ~s in Group NP. 

Diagnosis The records of ~"1 the ~s in Group P w~re reviewed by ! 

and an independent diagnosi.J 108S made on this basis. At that time 

the ! vas unaware ~f the ~tent1al ~s group membership. A diagnosis 

ot P vas made 'lor 19 of th ·~se 25 ~s. 

Only 19 of 25 records of the NPs were reviewed by!. An 

independent d1agnos1& of NP 108S made by ! for 15 of these 19 ~s. 
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Appendix G 

Selection Check List Characteristics of the 50 2s Used in the Study 

Charl!lcteristic 
No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 

No. of Ss in Group p2 
having Characteristics 

15 
21 
19 
19 
13 
9 

22 
20 
17 
14 
8 
6 

18 

No. of Ss in Group Np3 
-having Characteristics 

5 
4 
1 
1 
1 
o 
o 
o 
2 
o 
o 
2 

II 

1. Numbers correspond to charl!lcteristics 1-13 in Appendix A. 
2. Total N= 25,-
3; Total 1'1= 25. 



Appendix H 

Rat1ng Instruct10ns anct L1st of 52 Unpleasant Tasks Rated 

All of the tallks Hllted in the accompanying pages are felt to ~ 

unpleallant to some degree becBuse they are either anxiety-arousing, 

ted1ous, onerous, or unpleasant for a combination of these ressons. 

P1eaae ass1gn one of the following numbers to each of the tasks 

numbered 1 to 52. 

1. The task 111 unpleasant because 1t is SOCIally 
anxiety-srousing. The a~y.iety is evoked as the 
result of an interpersonal situation. 

2. The task 1s physIcally anxiety-arousing. There 
ill little or no interpersonal element involved. 

3. The task 111 unpleasant .because it is tedious. 
TediOUS mesDS long, tIresome, repetItiOUS, 
IIOnotonoUS. vearing, exhaustIng, etc. 

4. The taak 1a unpleasant because 1t is onerous. 
This means burdensome, oppress1ve, troublesome, 
disgusting. but ~ tedious or,anxiety-arousing. 

5. The taak is unpleasant for another reason tbet 
those mentioned above or because of a combina­
tion of tvo or more of the factors listed above. 

It you beve any suggestions or commenta please make them on the 

back ot your answer sheet. 

Any addItional suggest10ns for new behavioral tasks wl11 be 

velcomed. But remell~r, the tasks must be simple and vOf"laible 1n 

an experiJllental situstion. 

Thank you. 



1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 

5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 

10. 

11.' 
!2. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 

17. 

18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 

22. 
23. 

24. 
25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 
30. 

AppendIx H (continued) 

Behavioral TeRks 

MakIng a short speech in front of a group of people. 
Cleaning up a mess on the floor with the help of another 

person. 
CountIng to 500 by threes out-loud. 
Telling the next subject in sn experiment a lie about what 

1a require~ of him and ~hat he ~111 get for participating. 
Pushing the b~tton to give another person an electric shock. 
Shining four pairs of sooes. 
Eating a slice of lemon, skin and all. 
Having to talk into a tape recorder about yourself for ten 
minutes. 

Writing a 300 word essay giving a personal description 
ot yourself. 

You and another person must sort a Jar of different colored 
beans into piles of each color. 

Cleaning up a small mess on the floor with a toothbrush. 
Sorting out a small pailful of nuts and bolts. 
Sitting and anticipating receiving three electric shacks. 
Reading a list of "dirty" sentences to a female sssistant. 
Making 8 hand-written copy of a page out of the Bible. 
Picking up a spider out of a jsr and letting it crawl up 
your arm. 

Alternately counting backwards by threes from 300 to 0 with 
another person. 

Being lOCked in a closed, tight space for a 15 minute period. 
Sorting 500 different colored cards into pigeOnholes. 
Untieing a badly knotted shoelace. 
!.etting 8 ballllDer "guillotine" device fall _"1th1n a hair 

Of your outstretched hand. 
Coun~ing the beans 1n a small jar. 
Canc~lling out the vowels in a two page spread from Time 
Magazine. 

Letting aomeone Jab you with a needle. 
Seeing and describing three gory accident scenes in great 
detail. 

Having your arlll tIed to bnother person's arm and having 
to untie it with your free hands while you are both 
blindfolded. 

Playing "rock-scIl1sors-paper" with someone bigger and 
stronger than you. 

Sitting for 39 minutes in an empty room alone with absolutely 
nothing to do. 

Putting together a 50-piece all white jig-saw puzzle. 
DesC~lb1ng three dull uninterestIng pictures in great detail. 
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AppcDd1x B (contln~ed) 

31. Letting a fe=sle assistant Inte~vlev you and aak you aome 
very peraonal questions. 

32. Having to push a pencil back and forth aer099 the floor for 
one minute with your nose w~ile on your handa and knees. 

33. Releasing a pendulum at the top of its arch end stending 
stationsry 1n one spot while it swings back towards you. 

34. Letting someone jab you with a sterilized needle. 
35. Letting 8 big cockroach crewl across your bare chest tor 

one minute. 
36. You bsve to count how lI!Bny SlIIiths there ere 1n the 

Indianapolis telephone directory. 
37. Memorlzing a short four line poe~ and being able to 

write it out correetly without looking. 
38. Balsnelng on a nerrow board a few feet off the ground 

blindfolded and welking from one eou to the other. 
39. Dialing a wrong number three times in succession. 
40. Thinking up 25 words beginning .... ith ~G" end writing thelll 

dovn on a sheet of peper. 
41. Having to serve S9 the subject 1n a demonstration in 

wbicb ao IQ test is given to you in front of a class 
ot people .... ho know you ·"ell. 

42. Waabing a half dozen peirs of dirty socks out by hand. 
43. Finding a pin on tbe floor 1n a dsrkened room. 
44. Smoking a loaded Cigarette and not kno"lng exactly wben 

the load ,,111 go off. 
45. Standlng a penny, nickel, and dime on edge untIl they are 

all standing at once. . 
46. Fold1ng and tearing a pile of papers into fourths ~ith the 

help of another person. 
47. You must reCite "Mary had a little lamb" in front of II 

group ot people who kno~ you well. 
48. You IIWIt dress 'tiP like a girl and -.slk. across an are!! 

wbere you are bountl to pass aeveral people you kn.- , 
49. Claaning up a big mesa of spilled Coffee grounds \(;. l i.' a 

~easpoon. 
50. Otfering another person a loaded Cigarette and waiting 

around ~bile he smokes it to see what happens. 
51. Reaching into a deep box to pt~k up a large t.~tle. 
52. Threading a needle blindfolded. 
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AppeDdlx I 

RatlQ8 InstructIons for De~ee of Unplessantness 

The Items listed below, SODe of ~hich you have seen before, are 

nov to be rated along a 9-point Icale of pleasantness-unpleasantness. 

OD thI8 8cale & ratIng of 1 means the task strIkea you aa ,being 

extreaely pleasant, a ratIng of 5 aeans the taak aeeza to you to be 

neutral or neither pleasant or unpl~8a8nt, and a ratIng of 9 means 

the taak 18 In your opinion extre3ely unpleaaant. The numbera OQ the 

.cale between 2 snd 4 and between 6 and 8 correspond to different 

degreea of pleasantness and unpleaS8ntlleaa respectively. The rating 

acale can be visualized as follows: 

1 3 4 

1:= extremely pleasant 
2:: very pleasant 
3:: s<.Jmewhst pleaaant 
4=8 11ttle pleasant 
5 = neutral 
6:: 0 11ttle unpleasant 
7., somewhat unpleasant 
8:: v-ery unpleasant 

5 

9:: extremely uilplessant 

6 7 B 9 

Plesae •• Iign one number to esch task indicating where you feel 

tbi. taak ralls on this rsting d~nslon in relation to the other 

talb cOlUlidered. Try to use the vilOle acale, IncludIng thll extreme 

categories, and do not bUl2eh all your ratIngs In the center of the 

8c81e. 
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AppeDdix J 

Task Pairs Used in the Study 

'!'ask Task 
~ Description 

1 Stand stationary in one spOt and 
release a ball bearing ~ndulUm 
from in front of your chin and 
vai·t while it'swings back at you. 

2 

3 

or 
Get down on your hands and knees 
aDd push a pencil back and forth 
acrCles the floor ",ith your nose 
tor 048' minute. 

SDoke a loaded cigarette 
or 

Clean up a big mess of spilled 
coffee grounds with a spoon. 

Be blindfolded &: Viil!t across a 
oarrow board ~hich is seversl 
feet abOve the ground. 

or 
ODtie a badly knotted shoelace. 

Mean Unplea!snt­
nellS Rating 

8.44 

8.42 

6.40 

6.46 

II PII.eh the buttoll to sbock someone else 6. ]l+ 
or 

Sort out a Jsr full or colored 
beana witb aoother person's belp. 6.48' 

5 Read a list or dirty sentences to an 
elderly lady over the telephone. 3 

7.14 

or 
Count how msny Jones' there are in 7.23 
the IDdianapol1s phone book. 

6 Eat a slice of lemon--skin and all. 7.06 
or 

Count to 100 by threes out-loud. 6.11 

Cstegory 
Placement2 

Phyll1cal 
Anxiety 

Pbyeical 
AIlxiety 
Onerous­
Tedious 

Physical 
Anxiety 

Social 
ADxiety 

TedlO'.a 

Social 
ADxiety 

'1'edioua 

TediOUS 

1. !he mean unpleasantne8s rstings are those of tbe inF.Bte rater. 
only (If = 100). 

2. Category plscement was Dl8de taking into consideration both 
the psychologists' and the inmates' ratings. 

3. Thi8 list consiste~f 10 dirty sentences composed by one of 
the Inma·tea at the institution. 



Appendix K 

~kken'. Activity Preference Questionnaire 

Directions 

Read Carefully 

One way of understanding a person better i8 by studying the 
k1nd8 of 8ctivities or experiences he likes or enjoys. This test 
employs the sizilar approach of studying the pattern of your ~­
likes. In each of the items on the follo~lng pages--and in the 
HiUPIe item belov--t· .. o act! vi ties or experiences are described whtch 
.oat people vould consider st least mildly unpleasant. S~e of 
them are very unpleasant indeed. Ie some instancea, you viII find 
that simll~r things have actually happened to you; in the others, 
you cs~ bt least imagine vhat they vould be like. 

r YoU!' tesk is to try to imagine yourself in e9ch of the tvo 
si~t1or.s snd then, pretending that either one or the other had 
to happen to you, to decide · .. hlch one you .. ;a-.lid ?!'eferuvhich of 
the tvo you ~ould take as the 'lesser of tvo eYila'. 

(1) Having to york Iste qne nIght. 
(2) Being run over by a train. 

In thia ease there isn't much doubt that, if one of these 
th1ngs hsd to happen to you, you vould prefer the alternative 
auaber 1--vorklng late at night--as the lesser evil thsn the one 
nUBbered 2--being run over by a train! 'Therefore, you would 
ark a one in aa your anBver to thia quest5.on. Please mark all 
your ana;ers 1n on your ans.er sheets. en your ansver sheet 
the numbers run f~oz 1 to lOO--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 l~sser of tvo 
eYila a. far aa you are concerned. 

Answer every 1tem on the test. Work rapidly but consider 
botb alternat1ves in each item carefully. Imagine how you would 
feelltbout each alternative, deCide which of the two vould seem 
!!!!! unpleas8nt, and marlt )'Our analler sheet accordingly. 

---Remember: Indicate the alternative th,,~'~ yO\! would prefer. 
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Appendix K (continued) 

Being interViewed for a Job. 
HoVing the lawn. 

Si.tting through a dull movie for the second time because 
the person you'~e with hasn't seen it. 

Turning on 8 light switch when your hand is wet aud 
10\1 aight get a shock. 

In the aldat of traffic yo~ horn ctickG and beg1ns to 
blov continuoualy. 

In school hartng to give a report in front of the claso. 

Your group takes up a collection to buy a sick member 
• gift. Iou discover later that ~our donation was 
auch s8811er thsn the others. . 

CD doctor's orders, you can eat nothing for two weeks 
but a liquid dietary Product. 

5. (1) Take a roller coaster ride. 
(2) Wash three storm windowa on both sides. 

6. (1) Copying four pagea of the dictionary. 
(2) Belching in church during prayer. 

·7. (1) Painting a large frame house. 
(2) Shoveling the walks after a snowstoz:m. 

8. (1) Attelnpting to beat a railroad trs1.n at s cross1ng. 
(2) Spraining your ankle so t.hat yoU have to have a cast 

put on it. 

9. (1) Cleaning out a baselllent. 
(2) Goiag to a party where no one knows you. 

10. (1) Getting caught at sanething. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

(2) BaViag your empty car slll8sked by a runaway truck. 

(1) 
(2) 

(1) 
(2) 

(1) 
(2) 

BaYing to get out of bed an hour earlier than usual. 
You 'pass sane one on the street and say, "Hi, Charl~y" 

aDd then rea11ze it isn't Charley. 

Watching an operat-1on. 
Your favorite hat is lost or atolen. 

ACCidently d1aling a wrong number twice 1n success10n. 
G1viag a loud, uncontrollable sneeze during 8 quiet 
-.ent at the symphony. 
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14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

lB. 
. , 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

24. 

26. 

(1) 
(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 
(2) 

(1) 
(2) 

(1) 
(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 
(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 
(2) 

(1) 
(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

Appendix K (continued) 

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

People at ~ party are telling jokes. You tell II 

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. 

long 

After eating in a restaurant, you find that you can't 
pay the bill. 

Taking down the Christmas tree a.nd cleaning up lifter 
Jumping dawn 15 feet into soft earth. 

Whitewashing a long board fence. 
Washing 20 storm windows on both sides • 

It is the first day in II nev class. The teacher. ssks 
. each person to atand up and tell about himself • 

Sweep the kitchp.n floor. 

it. 

You must walk around all day on a blistered foot. 
Sleeping out on a camping trip in an area where rattle­

snakes have been reported. 

Seyeral people push ahead of you 1n iine but you can't 
brill6 youraelf' to say anything. 

Wanting to go out some night end not havill6 any 1I0n.ey~ 

Goill6· to the morgue to identify an acquaintance who 
baa been killed in ari accident. 

Letting a large but hanalesaspider run up your arm. 

Breaking your shoelace while getting dressed. 
Your dog haa torn up the neighbors nevspaper and you 

have to go Qver and apol.ogize. 

Find a big cockroach \.Ulder your pHlov. 
Getting atuek in traffic when you're in a hurry. 

Atter a school exam, names and gradeG sre posted on the 
wall. Yours is at the bottom of tbe list. 

You tind you must clesn up the floor wbere s·omeone 
ha II vcm! ted. 

Having to run until your throat is sore and there's 
a pain in your side. 

Help push a stalled car on a winter morning. 
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1. Appendix K (continued) 

27. (1) Getting ready to watch something lmportant on television 
and haVing the set fa11. 

(2) Upsetting a glass of milk on a neighbor's carpet. 

28. (1) Finding a wrecked car in the ditcb with,three occupants 
unconscious and ble~ding. 

(2) Tou go on a two-week ocean ~ruise and are aeaaick the 
entire time. 

29. (1) Tou find that you must cancel your vacation. 
(2) You are arguing with friends and got so frustrated 

and upset that you choke up and your eyes fill with 
tears. 

30. (1) Having your date at 8 dance leave without you. 
it (2) Sitting through a long lecture with 8 runny noae and 

DO hankerchief. 

31. (1) Ask1ng someone to pay yt-u money that he evea you. 
(2) Sleeping one n1ght on the floor. 

32. (1) Balanc1ng along the top rail of a picket fence. 
(2) Walling up four fl1ghtsof sta1rs. 

33. (1) RaVing to stay In bed vtth the flu and a sick headache. 
(2) Hartng your hands shake and yoUr mou'th go dryas you 

tr;y to talk 1n front of a group. 

34. (1) Hartng to spe':ld half a day in ,a closet. 
(2) Tou overhear a fr1end say somethIng sarcastic II bout 

1OU1' parents. 

35. (1) Dispose of a desd mouse from a mousetrap. 
(2) Belng caught in a bad thunderstorm. 

36. (1) Being wheeled Into the operating room to have your 
appendix removed. 

(2') A doctor has examined a sore in ,your throat and you 
are vaiting to find oat whether it's' csaeer. 

37. (1) You're on stage 1n the school plsy and realize that 

(2) 
10U baYe forgotten your l~nes. 

Tou return to your car parked downtown to find you .. left the'llghts on so that the battery is dead. 

" 38. (1) Standing In II long line for somethtng. , (2) Belng given an el~ctr1c shock as part of a medical 
{ ezperll1ent. 
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Appendix K (continued) 

39. (1) Having your halr cut by an inexperienced barber. 
(2) You sltp In the mud and get your new spring clothes 

aoaked and dlrty. 

40. 

42. 

46. 

48. 

50. 

(1) 
(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 
(2) 

(1) 
(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 
(2) 

~il 
(1) 
(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

Put on s shirt or a blouse and findlng a button m1ssing. 
Having to aak where the bathroom ls at a party. 

You're in a bank ond suddenly three masked men with 
~ come in ond make everyone raise their hands. 

Sitting t.uough a two-hour concert of bad lDudc. 

Counting the bear~ needed to fill 8 four-quart candy jar. 
At 8 high schocl picnin, they choose up sides for base­
ball and you lire the last one picked. 

Washtng 8 c~~. 

Driving 8 car at 95 miles an hour. 

Having tc ask thf~ perscn behind you at the IIIOvie to 
atop klcklng ycur neat. 

Watcbing a long headache-pill commercial 'On TV. 

You are paddling a canoe across a large Canadian lake 
and 8 storm blows up. 

Stumbling Into an electrlc fan. 

You have taken a neighbcr's child to the circus snd 
realize you have lost him in the crowd. 

While on vacation your· car breaks down and you have to 
valt In a small town while parts are sent for. 

You IllUst scrub the kl tchen floor on hands and knees. 
You must JD8ke a speech to 100 people. 

Having your car s;,1ng into a skld on sn icy corner. 
Hartng to walk five miles for gaa. 

Having your empty car sJD8sked by a runawsy truck. 
Having ·your grocery bag break and sp1l1 on 8 crowded 
atreet. 

You go to a perty and find th!!t you're the only one 
wbo dressed up. 

Wet mopping the tlovr of a hcspltal corridor. 
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51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

5'7. 

58. 

Appendix K (continued) 

(1) You're at IIU!IIIIIer caaap lind muat do 30 minutes of IItHf 
calellthenlcs each 1lI0rnlng before breakfost. 

(2) You row out tn a boot to help bring 1n the body of a 
drowning victIm. 

(1) DiggIng a big rubbish pit. 
(2) A high pressure ~8les clerk bullies you into buyIng the 

bigher-priced pair of shoes th~t you dIdn't want. 

(1) Baving a doctor stick a needle in your arm for an 
injection. 

(2) FalUng out of a boat. 

(1) Lolling your wallet to a pickpocket. 
(2) Having sOllleone say loudly to you at a party, -Why don't 

you SO home! Nobody want. you here.~ 

(1) IIdng chased by a hll8e and angry bull. 
(2) Spending a month In bed. 

(1) Introducing yourself to a total 8trange~. 
(2) Having to stand up on the bus. 

(1) Cleaning up your house after floodwatera have left It 
tilled with mud and water. 

(2) Having to make a parachuf,;e Jump. 

(1) Being 8 restaurant dishwssher for one week. 
(2) You ~t a chance to be interViewed on TV to advertise 

• charity drive but you became tongue-tied and make 
II poor showing. 

59. (1) 'IDding that you have been short-changed and having 
to return to the atore and ssk for the reat. 

(2) Ssndpapering 8 wooden chair to get it ~eady for re­
painting. 

60. (1) 
(2) 

61. (1) 

(2) 

62. (l} 
(2) 

Spending II veek vi th nothing to e!P:t but bread and vater. 
GoIng to the hospital to have a minor operation. 

Running out of gaa in the middle of a crowded dovntovn 
intereectlon. 

Walt.1ng In line for tllO hoUrs to Ply !l llIIrklng licket. 

Baving to give up eating desserts. 
Sw11111l1ng In very rough ocean walter. 
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Appe:rltx J( (continued) 

63. (1) Just sitting n0>::::6 nth nothing to do on II Sunday 
.rt~rnoon. • ' 

(2) c:utM1'lg.out the spon~ porU ot a bushe). of potaton. 

66. (1) 
(2) 

68. (1) 

(2) 

10. (1) 
(2) 

71. (1) 

(2) 

72. (1) 
(2) 

You must vash ~~t • do~e~ df IIQroeon~ else'. dirty 
bank~rchiera by ::'!!nd. 

Walking into. rcOG ruJ.l ot peopl~, you stumble o~ ~ 
footstool aDd s~.""l on the floor. 

Having someone ge~ ~d and tell you o:~. 
Playing cards .. .t~:: ;>eo;>le who are 1110: .. skilled than :rou 
are and then 1IIII'c.!.~ a dUlib milltake. 

B~lng caught on e san5bar by the rising tIde. 
~ing et!'8nded1!l ItO Off-shore lighthouse for a veek 

by hIgh tid~a. 

B~lng alck to yo~ stomach tor 24 hours. 
F.lnd1n8 out you'ye oyersl~pt and mined an laporUln 
appointmeDt. 

You er~ introdue~<! <;'0 IS girl vrho 1& so attractlyl!' aoo 
poised til!! t ,'OU ~cOCle very shy "nd avbrsl'd. 

You muat flnd whe~e someone ~lse porked your car in 
a big lot at tb.e s~te .fair •. 

~ing .in a t'lt»i. 
Carrying IS ton o~ ~l f::oaa thl! baclc,yard into the 
basement. 

Spilling paint ail OTer your shoea. 
Discovering you: ~~t are dirty vhen you undresa 
tor a .sdicel e~~tion. 

Having to l.'8lJt ha~ II lUle through a aOl!ltlng raia vlt.h­
out • eoot. 

WalJtlng n~8r II ·"h.!:::l.ing plan~ propell~r. 

Hllving II gabby 01.:: lady dt dovu n~xt to you on the e-.a. 
Catehing a bad co~~ ~e day before II big party. 

73. (1) You agree to !lU~=-r!5e a ehUd'l!! blrthday party b::t 
tbe ebildren von'~ .mind you aod raee around out of 
control. 

(2) Spending an eTen1:;s nth 1I0me boring peopl~. 
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AppeDdlx J( (contll1ue<i) 

'Po. (1) Lsu~lng at sODethlng not .·~snt "CO be funny. 
(2) Cleal1 up ~'l!! popeorn 80.) can.:ly VI'Sppers 1n the 

Delghbor!:wod aovie thea tre. 

75. (~) lialking around all day in tight, uneorafortable shoe!'. 
(2) FiDdll16 yourself in the m'!'d~t of II fighting IIIOb. 

76. (1) Tou han· spent all day preparing for" pIcnic but it 
raiDS j'.LSt a!l you start to eat. 

(2) lou. overhear scaeone cOIlUI'.ent on hO'ol strangely you are 
dre.sed~ 

17. (1) Beil1g t!lreatelled by a ll,uch bi~r aDd IIIOre poverr~ 

(2) 

J' 

pe~aOl1. 

lou're caught In a speed, trap driving tbrough a 8:011 
' tcvu aDd a'.LSt "\illi t -ror' an hour to pay a t ~20 find,.' 

78. (1) Lick sta:l;p5 for 1,000 ,letters. 
(2) Watch !I<Beone :sake a fool of h1.uelf on a televiSion 

q\dz program. 

19. (1) 

(2) 

You are e,1.ven SI1 IQ test 111 front of a college class 
aa II de~tr8tion. 

BaYing to go i!O'o"Q to the courthouse to renew your 
driYer'. lIcenSe. 

80. (1) Clee!:i::.g up the liYing rccc after the plaster has all 
fa l::.e:t d o-.-n. 

61. 

82. 

83. 

(2) Si:a:rllng on th~ very top ,.toe of II ladder in order to 
wa.h a .ecoDd floor vindov. 

(1) lou are broke and have to borrov lIIOlley for a llesl 
(2) You m:at d1atribute 1000 handbill!! in aAllboxes frO'AI 

dOG!' to Coor. 

(1) RaYiDg • had head cold. 
(2) BaYing ~~ employer get mad about Il1staua iu your 

,vork. 

(1) Looldng f'Jr aa:ethlng In an attic atorerooa on a 
.tifling hot day. 

(2) Going into II dark cellar where there lI2Iy be rata. 

84. (1) "'HaYi&i; it out- vith sOlZeone. 
(2) Sitting !Tom Il1dnlght to 4:00 a .m. in II raIlroad atatlon 

vait1:g ror your train. 
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86. 

88. 

89. 

90. 

,', 

91. 

92. 

93. 

94. 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 
(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 
(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 
(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

Appelld1:l K (continued) 

Walking barefoot in a room where ~ome glass ha~ been 
broken. 

Walking barefoot across w burnl~ hot sandy beach. 

Coming home hungry and having to eat a cold supper. 
Stumbling in a crowded bus aod dropping your load of 
packages. 

Coming out of a movie in youx summer shoes to tind it's 
snowed a foot deep. 

Getting out of a warm bed 1n a room so cold that you 
can see your bresth. 

Sorting out a pailful of nuts and bolts. 
\fhile flying home from a trip you get airsick and have 
to dash down the aisle 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. 

WhUe dining at home, you spill a very hot cup of coffee 
in your lap. 

You go with your date to a party but she 
later and goes home with someone else. 

slips away 

Waiting in a den'~ist's office to have a tooth pulled. 
Raving an earacht • 

Having to go out tos party.idth 
on the end of your nose. 

lBrge red pimple 

LoSing a book that y~~ borro~~d 
wbich can't be replac~d. 

from a teacher and 

Your family, along with \'hree others, must spend a 
month underground testing a fallout shelter, 

You want to join a SOCial club, but the members vote 
DOt to let you in. 

Out in the middle of a frozen lake, you realize the 
ice 18 unsafe. 

You tind that vandals have slashed all four tires' on 
;your car. 
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Appendix K (continued) 

95. (1) Waiting for an overdue bus. 
(2) Meeting a friend on the street and not being able to 

remelll~er his name. 

96. (1) You're in the back seat of a driverless car which sudden­
ly atarts rolling do".rnhl11. 

97. 

98. 

99. , 

(2} C!vlng blood for the blood bank. 

You go to the beach with some friends and realize that 
all have a better build than you no. 

Washing ten sto~ windows on both sides. 

Run a eteam presser 1n a laundry for 8 week. 
Being caught in a blizzard. 

Being Bsked for a contribution when you haven't any 
IIOnay. 

UntYing a hard knot in your shoelace. 

100. (1) Having to "go out" with a visiting relative. 
(2) Banging your head 011 a cabinet door. 
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